WHAT’S WRONG WITH MARXISM?

On Capitalists and State in India and Indonesia

Olle Térnquist

MANOHAR
1989




ISBN 81-85054-924

First Published 1989

©0o1e Tornquist 1989
Published by

Ramesh Jain

Manohar Publications

2/6 Ansari Road, Daryaganj
New Delhi-110002

Lasertypeset by

Microtech Advance Printing Systems Pvt. Ltd.

H-13. Bali Nagar
New Delhi-110015

Printed at .
Mchra Offset Press
1979 Chandni Mahal
Dethi-110006

Prilim

Preface

In the early 1970s I started research on Indonesia in general and
on the failure of the Communist Party in particular. My doctoral dis-
sertation was published in Swedish in 1982. (Two years later it ap-
peared in a slightly revised version under the title "Dilemmas of third
world communism: The destruction of the PKI in Indonesia" Zed
Books.) g

Thereafter I wanted to continue in two directions. First, it should
be interesting to compare the problems of political Marxism in In-
donesia with difficulties in different settings, in order to be able to
make more valid gegeralisations. Initially I turned to India. Later on
I will also, though more briefly, include the Philippines. Second, I
wanted to elaborate on the implications for the further development
of theory and analysis. In the book on the PKI I had only showed
how certain important theses and strategies were undermined.

The present book is the first of two on relations between Marxist
theory and practice in India and Indonesia. It focuses upon the ideas
about the bourgeoisie and state as driving social forces in third world
countries. The forthcoming second book will have peasants and
workers as its point of departure.

I continue to draw a lot on my previous results on Indonesia. The
PKI-project was financed mainly by Uppsala University and the
Swedish Agency for Research Co-operation with Developing
Countries (SAREC). The current project is sponsored jointly by the
Bank of Sweden Tercentenary Foundation and the Swedish Council
for Research in the Humanities and Social Sciences. I have also been
able to use most of my time as assistant professor at the Uppsala
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Department of Political Science for research. I am most thankful for

this support, not only for the resources but also for the understand-

ing. 7
In doing the research on the PKI, I was intellectually supported

" and stimulated through contact with a vast number of colleagues,
comrades and friends in Scandinavia, as well as in Holland,
Australia, and Indonesia. Many of them have helped me also during
my attempts to follow up the earlier study. Unfortunately, were I to
mention names, I would still only be able to thank a few of all those
in Indonesia who have trusted me, at considerable risk to them-
selves. There are also many Indonesians in exile and researchers on
Indonesia, primarily working in Holland and Australia, who have
been of assistance. I shall not name them all here. A relatively com-
prehensive list is to be found at the back of the bock on the PKI with
the references plus in the new research report from late 1984,
"Struggle for democracy—a new option in Indonesia?" (AKUT-series
nogg). In Scandinavia I have, since 1975, had the privilege of work-
ing with interested and knowledgeable colleagues, comrades and
friends within and in contact with the AKUT-research collective.
Stimulating arguments and encouragement were and are also
forthcoming through the Skytteanean Department of Political
Science.

I turned from iIndonesia to India in 1984/85 and was over-
whelmed. I even got my first cultural shock when I arrived in Cal-
cutta in mid-1984 on my way back from Java to Sweden. The misery
of most people was much more visible, and a quite common ar-
rogance often in sharp contrast with gentle Javanese modes. (Is this
the Indian price for not being "repressive enough" to domesticate
people and “clean up" most of the places which the well off
patronise?) The Indian academic self-confidence was striking, both
in terms of quantity and quality. I am therefore particularly thankful
for the kind introductory help given to me by colleagues, comrades
and friends, including Raza Ansari, Venkatesh Athreya, Nripen Ban-
dyopadhyay, Sumanta Banerjee, M. Basavapunnaiah, M.R. Bhag-
wan, Praful Bidwai, D.K. Bose, Nikhil Chakravartty, Boudhoyan
Chattopadyay, Goran Djurfeldt, A.K. Ghosh, S.K. Goyal, Harsh
Kapoor, Kumar Ketkar, the late Mathew Kurian, Praful Lahiri,
Staffan Lindberg, John Martinussen, Kitty Menon, Ashok Mitra,
R.K. Mishra, Manoranjan Mohanty, Gautam Navlakha, Gail Om-
vedt, Sandeep Pendse, Govinda Pillai, Ramdass, Krishna Raj, Ajit
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Peter Waterman and many others. Through them I have been able
to benefit from contacts with a vast number of other knowledgeable
researchers and activists. For practical reasons, it is not possible for
me to mention all the names here.

About two years later I got valuable comments on the first part
of the present book at the XII Indian Social Science Congress in
Mysore, 1987. The full manuscript has been discussed within the
AKUT group (especially with Inga Brandell, Bjorn Beckman, and
Lars Rudebeck) and during an "India Day" in Uppsala in early 1988
(with, among others, M.R. Bhagawan, Goran Djurfeldt, John Mar-
tinussen and Manoranjan Mohanty). Discussions on-my theoretical
conclusions continued at the XIII Indian Social Science Congress in
New Delhi and at the conference on "State and Civil Society in In-
donesia arranged by the Centre of Southeast Asian Studies, Monash
University, Australia, in the end of 1988. In addition to this Gail
Omvedt has communicated important comments. Hans Blomkvist,
Mats Dahlkvist, Staffan Lindberg, Bo Rothstein, Gorar Therborn
and other colleagues have helped me with stimulating views on
drafted versions of the manuscript. Thank you, all of you! Plus Patrik
and Felix for "disturbing" but also for beginning to understand why
P'm not always listening or even present in Uppsala.

Comments and reactions are most welcome! Please write me on
the following address:

University of Uppsala Olle Tornquist
Dept. of Political Science—

Unit of Development Studies

St. Ologsgatan 11 B

S-751 23 Uppsala, Sweden

Uppsala, Autumn 1988
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Struggles for radical change are social projects that may have in-
tellectual components. Drawing on Robert Brenner,' among others,
I maintain that classes are mainly interested in reproducing them-
selves and their positions. From the point of view of such class inter-
ests, radical changes are, thus, an unintended effect. Consequently, a
revolution, may occur without or despite political guidance.

However, I am one of those political scientists who are mainly in-
terested in if and how people attempt to transcend this "irrationality”
of historical change. They could do so by understanding how their
societies work and by using political instruments to plan and struggle
for a better life rather than by only securing their reproduction.

According to Marx, the philosophers had only interpreted the
world while the point was, and presumably still is, to change it. Mar-
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st theories and analyses are meant not only to disclose how and )
why societies change and function; they are also meant to be applied

pohtlcally

Scientific Marxism may, therefore, be used to make pohtlca]

forecast, to identify driving social and political forces, to propose al-
liances and to formulate strategies, etc. Such broad guidelines are
necessary, though not sufficient preconditions for success in con-
scious attempts to change societies.

My purpose here is not to test the inner logic of Marxist theories,
nor to test their descriptive and explanatory power in concrete set-
tings. It is rather to scrutinise their applicapility with regard to the
transition of post-colonial societies. That is, their fruitfulness as a
basis for such forecasts. and guidance which constitute the intellec-
tual foundation for radical policies. Any problems that are thus iden-
tified may also be used in order to further develop the theories.”
Political Marxism is on the defensive in several countries very dif-
ferent from each other, such as Indonesia and India. Some decades
ago, communists offered a dynamic alternative to "neo-colonialism":
state-led development based on workers and peasants as against an
"incapable bourgeoisie". Since then, however, capitalism has been on
the offensive from the state above and through communalism below
while communists have often hung on to old theses.

It was difficult to foresee and explain there developments w1th
standard Marsism and thus difficult also to go ahead — whether with
communist versions of political Marxism or with some other version.

My studies show that predominant political Marxism overstates
the importance of private land and capital even as it understates the
role of other necessary preconditions for the reproduction of the
classes which are often controlled through the state. This control
stays with various groups and individuals who demand rent for

"smooth" administration and for letting out resources that are in
principle collectively owned.

In my attempts to.develop-a new theory, I talk about regulative
rentiers and political rent capitalists. The latter are rentiers and
capitalists since they control, broadly speaking, means of production
and function in a capitalist framework. They are not necessarily
parasitic. Some of them even become political finance capitalists by
investing their resources in individual economic units. It is an open
question as to whether they promote-development or not.

These dominating classes are afraid of political democracy, based
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or dependent on political monopolies as they are. There is a need,
and the option exists, for the real producérs to fight for more control
over the means of production by way of democratisation 4s against

~ the transfer of power to state dependent private capitalists by way of

"liberalisation".
Design
Three points of departure within political Marxism

On the basis of, among other. things, the use of scientific Marxism
(henceforth Marxism- only), various streams of political Marxism
have emerged. If we limit ourselves to tendencies of importance for
actual developments in South and Southeast Asia they have mainly
been equal to Leninism, Stalinism and Maoism. It is only during the
last‘one or two deeades, that new lines have become influential in
the process of capitalist expansion.® I will distinguish and classify old
as well as new schools of thought according to the driving social
forces that are stressed and which are fundamental for the forecasts
and recommendations. They are: (a) A progressive bourgeoisie and
nation state; (b) Peasants and the rural poor; (c) Workers.

As I have already mentioned; it is only the first of these ten-
dencies that will be taken as a point of departure in the present _
book. But let me identify them all before we begin. We return to the
early 1920s. While social democracy became predominant in highly
developed industrial countries, communism. shaped important politi-
cal Maraism in the colonies, especially in the East. The Russian
revolution was crucial. Lenin ef a/. had no colonial interests but were
looking for approaches to less developed nations within the former
Russian empire, and for means to undermine the threatening im-
perialist powers. In addition- to this, the Russian revolution itself
proved that socialists in the colonies did not have to wait for
capitalism to develop and reach its ultimate limits before they out-
lined and implemented revolutionary policies. And the top-down
elitist character of such a project was hardly unattractive for radical,
intellectual, and usually young aristocract nationalists in the so called
backward countries. They were not only alienated by imperialism
and wanted to do something immediately but also fascinated by the
benefits of Western development and, thus, convinced about the im-
possibility of drawing- on conservative dissidents in their own
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countries who were based on pre-colonial forms of reproduction and
domination.
Furthermore, according to the Leninist understanding of Russia,

it was an incapacity of the bourgeoisie to develop capitalism without.

adjusting to retarding and belligerent feudal and foreign imperialist
forces that had made the revolution possible. This was easy to link
up with Lenin’s theory and analyses of imperialism, according to
which, among other things, capitalism was imposed upon the
colonised societies in co-operation with local feudal forces thus in-
hibiting progressive developments.

When these perspectives were . applied to less developed
countries, . the political Marxist argument emerged, that the main
contradiction was bourgeois nationalism ‘against imperialism and

feudalism. Temporary and conditional communist support for a.

bourgeois national revolution was therefore prescribed. But at the
same time the forecast was that such a revolution was-held back, and
that, when this became obvious to the masses, communists would,
just as in Bussia, have the chance to take the lead and carry out
modern development from above, with the use of the state and sup-
ported by workers and peasants.

This first political Marxist. tradition was thus originally based on
the conclusion that the bourgeoisie, with the nation-state that it

might create, was the. essential driving social force in the East—as -

long as it was revolutionary, i.e., tried to develop capitalism through
a radical change of the structure of power by ﬁghtmg feudal and
imperialist forces, not adapting to them.

Then came-Stalin and his flock. They maintained that the con-
tradiction between the bourgeoisie in the East and feudal plus im-
perialist forces was objective and necessary rather than only possible.
The crucial prefix "revolutionary" was purged and the concept of
“"national bourgeoisie" was given prime importance. Also, the deter-
minist character of this contradiction implied that capitalist develop-

ment generally was blocked and not only the type that required

changes in class structures. This was to become an important basis
of the dependency perspective that stressed blocked -capitalist
development and imperialist underdevelopment..

The Comintern at this stage prescribed for the Chinese com-
rades, among others, an almost unconditional co-operation with the
"national bourgeoisie" and the Kuomintang, This policy, however,
ended in total failure and holocaust. Thus, Stalin turned around and
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argued that the "national bourgeoisie" had abandoned its own class
interests and that no co-operation whatsoever was possible. The
Chinese themselves were more cautious. They maintained, on the
one hand, that there were still driving bourgeois forces worth co-
operating with. The Maoists, on the other hand, rooted themselves
among the peasantry.

During the 1950s,- Moscow returned to Stalin’s original thcscs.
But when the "national bourgeoisie" once again proved. unreliable,

-the solution was not left extremism, as in 1928, but to look for

progressive forces within independent post-colonial state ap-
paratuses They should be able, At was argued,. to shoulder the his-
torical mission of the weak progressive bourgeoisie and carry out a
"non- capltahst development", provided they had the right perspective
and got support from the masses and from socialist states. °

The approaches briefly outlined here may be called "a progres-
sive bourgeoisie and nation state" and will be taken as a point of
departure in this study

The Chinese, in contrast, were even more disillusioned with the
developments in the late 1920s and, as I have afready hinted, in
vented a second tradition within Soutn and’Southeast Asian political
Marxism. Mao was looking for a new basis after the Kuomintang
repression. He quietly abandoned Stalin’s prescriptions and
transcended the old ideas. of only looking for support amongthe
peasantry to stress them and their anti-feudal interests as a new driv-
ing social force provided they were properly led by a party guided\by
the interests of the working class. Only thereafter did he advante
into conditional co-operation with anti-feidal and anti-imperialist
sections of the bourgeoisie and suggested "a new democracy".

In terms of political projects of different generations, the older

" nationalistic and etatistic Leninists-cum-Stalinists were thus followed

by somewhat younger theoreticians and activists inspired by Maoism.
They talked about landlords and a lumpen state as their main
enemies, and about the need to enforce bourgeois land-reforms
since the bourgeoisie itself was too weak. In the process of post-
colonial capitalist expansion, many of them now emphasise-gxploita-

. tion of the peasants by the state via the market rather tBan by

landlords.
Simultaneously, however, a new generation of often intellectual
new left rebels grew up. Some of them turned to sxtreme interpreta-

‘tions of Maoism and tried to initiate armed uprising3: Others, in-
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cluding many of those who gave up extreme Maoism after a decade
_or so, are not only disappointed with a state and a bourgeoisie that
do not offer any real alternative but also with established parties
within this set-up, including communist, and with official socialism in
India and elsewhere. In addition to this, they watch capitalism ex-
panding in a way that increasingly alienates and represses not only
some among themselves but also a majority of the population.
Within this framework, one school stresses including marginalisa-
tion and repressive domestication, of the rural masses in particular.
Applied Marxism has, according to this view, become preoccupied
with, and become an economic and political prisoner of, the mod-
ernising side of the coin often at the cost of the other. Any radical
changes réquire, therefore, a broader all-peasant line than
prescribed by the old communists who mainly want more favourable

conditions for the rich and middle peasants in the process of

capitalist expansion. The broad front must instead include and be
. based upon the very underprivileged and their activities, including
those among tribes, scheduled castes, women’s organisations, some
NGOs and so on, and aim at alternative paths of development.

The approaches- hinted at here are labelled "peasants and the
rural poor" and will be-taken as a point of departure in my next
book. ,

Finally, another school of thought has emerged among the post-
colonial radicals. They maintain that the changing international divi-

sion of labour and proletarianisation as well as' industrialisation -

within their.own countries calls for a political Marsism that focuses
upon the workers as the new driving social force.

I will, therefore, conclude the next report by discussing some ex-
periences of new radical workers struggle in India and Indonesia.

Evaluating political Marxism

Within each school of politically applied Marxism, I will distinguish
between various interpretations and strategies that have been used
by important political organisations “and movements in Indonesia
and India.

The present study takes off from an idea of "a progressive bour-
geoisie and nation state" as the driving social force and I will study
three positions. First, on a "national bourgeois state", second, on a
"national democratic state", andthird, on a "big- or bureaucrat
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capitalist state". :

To begin with, each position is presented. Then follows an
evaluation of the interpretation and strategy under review® by jux-
taposing them with results and actual developments. Does reality
confirm forecasts, recommendations and calculated results?

I study what actually happened with a general Marxist perspec-
tive. This is not only because it suits me fine, but mainly because
such an approach does not, by definition, produce results that differ
from the communists. I will frequently use the communists’ own con-
cepts, not for analytical purposes but only as objects to be evaluated.
My analytical tools for this evaluation are mainly the categorisation
of communist theses. Finally, I will draw mainly on comparatively
undisputed common scientific literature, supplemented by ‘some
sources related to'the parties and organisations plus interviews.

In search for more fruitful theory

These evaluations make it possible to identify decisive tendencies in
the actual development of the societies which have been difficult to
foresee and take into due consideration by the use of predominant
Marxism, that is the theories and analyses which have been used to
inform the political Marxist schools of thought.

These important unforeseen -developments relate to various
scientific discourses. In relation to state and bourgeoisie, an exten-
sive discussion about the interests of class, the role and basis of the
state in the transition to capitalism, as well as preconditions for more
‘or less democratic rule under post-colonial capitalism.® l
I will relate my "unexplained and unforeseen” tendencies to such
discourses; study to what extent other Marxist or non-Marxist
theories (other than those which informed the political Marxism that
has been evaluated) can help us to further develop the theoretical

and analytical tools; and finally add my own contributions and con-
clusions. ' : e

Problems of presentation

This way of evaluating and trying to further develop Marxist theory
and analysis does, however, generate some prablems of preséntation.
I am not starting from concrete realities, which are comparatively
casy to narrate and which the reader may be familiar with, but from
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abstract theses. Moreover, the theses are not used to interpret the
- full dimensions and complexity of reality, and in the process being
tested for their descriptive and explanatory power, but serve as a
point of departure for a study of problems of using them politically.
"The text will inevitably be repetitious and "codified" since I write
about various ways of fitting all the pieces together and have to find
words and phrases which signal different pieces and combinations.
. - The research process as a whole is yet to be completed and a new
design must wait till it is. As it is, it is quite rare that Marxist theories
and analyses are evaluated and further developed from the point of
view of their political fruitfulness. While it is not the only way of
"testing” them it is one contribution, in this case mine. '
The method adopted is helpful for the identification of what is
relevant in an ocean of complexities and dimensions, materials and
facts. My way of taking off {from the theses and interpretations of
certain actors, as well as their problems may be a kind of surgery.
But to be able to approach problem of the body as a whole, one has
“to find strategic areas and make an incision and not cut everywhere.
I believe that my method is powerful when it comes to identity
problems of political Marxism, and what the actual developments
are that need better analytical tools to explain. At least it will be pos-
sible for the reader to follow exactly how I arrive at my conclusions:
Eventually, when the present as well as the forthcoming report
on India and Indonesia have been published and a brief comparison
with the Phiippines has been carried out, I will turn things upside
down, give priority to presentation, begin with my conclusions—the
attempts_to build new theory—and use them to analyse the concrete
problems of radical political economy.

A brief note on the material

The merit of this book is not new empirical results but, hopefully,
the interpretation of old ones as well as the arguments presented
and the comparative perspective. I draw on standard scientific litera-
ture that is relevant and supplement with some sources and inter-
views with scholars and with actors in the organisations and move-
ments under review.

I am most thankful to all those who have been kind enough to
share their analyses with me. Without their support, this study would
not have been possible.
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Finally, I will frequently refer to my previous studies when I dis-
cuss Indonesia and supplement only with references to new relevant
research published subsequently. Most of the sections on Indonesia
in this book are compressed versions of my previous results and it
would be difficult, and perhaps unnecessary, to reconstruct the full
arguments and references. '

References
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Part I1

Problems of Political Marxism:
A Progressive Bourgeoisie
and Nation State

In what way did political Marxists in South and Southeast Asia inter-
pret and adapt the thesis about a progressive bourgeoisie and nation
state as the driving social force to their own post-colonial societies?

What conclusions did they reach? What forecasts did they make?
What strategies did they try to implement? And do the actual

developments confirm the forecasts, recommendations and calcu-
lated results? '

In concrete politics, the ideas about a progressive bourgeoisie
and nation state have been most forcefully upheld by the Indonesian
and Indian communists and a comparative study of their experiences
should be fruitful. Though the problems are quite similar, the
societies differ. The Indonesian and Indian bourgeoisies and states
. are not the same. According to conventional wisdom, the Indonesian
private bourgeoisie was very weak in comparison with the Indian,
while the Indian state was less forceful than the Indonesian. A com-
prison may, therefore, indicate which common problems are related
to the different societies and those that can be explained by a similar
background.

Within the broad framework of the thesis under review, it is pos-
sible to distinguish three or four types of interpretations and general
strategies. The first approach may be called "the national bourgeois
state position". This departs from Stalin’s original argument, which
stressed the: necessary progressive nature of a so-called national
bourgeoisie with anti-feudal and anti-imperialist interests to create
and use a nation state for the development of an independent
economy, bourgeois democracy, etc. Communists should, therefore,
try to expand from within this type of policy. The Indonesian Com-
munist Party—(PKI) Partai Komunis Indonesia—made use of this
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perspective during the early and mid 1950s. The Communist Party of
India (CPI) adopted the same orientation some years later and stuck

‘toit till at least the mid 1960s, when the party split.

The second perspective will be referred to as "the national
democratic state positicn". Many communists analysed problems
within the first approach in terms of the weakness of the national
bourgeoisie and argued that this made it possible for politicians and
administrators within the state to act on their own and embark on
state-led development that was neither capitalist nor socialist but
"non-capitalist"—provided they got support from peasants, workers
and advanced socialist states. Consequently, communists ought to
co-operate with and support progressive leaders of the state. The
PKI favoured such ideas in_the late 1950s and early 1960s. In India
the arguemt had been advanced since the mid 1950s but it was only
after the party split in 1964 that the Communist Party of India (CPI)
— one of the now two parties—made it its official policy.

One version of the third perspective emerged cut of the split
among the Indian communists and is still maintained by the other
party, the Communist Party of India — Marxist (CPI-M). The CPI-M
argued that India’s state-led development should not be supported
because the big and monopolistic bourgeoisie dominated the state in
co-operation with semi-feudal or semi-capitalist landlords and tried
to enforce a brutal and dictatorial capitalism upon the people. These
tendencies had to be fought not only by threatened workers and
peasants but also by the progressive non-monopolistic sections of the
bourgeoisie, which were held to be interested in a somewhat more
revolutionary capitalist development.

This argument has not been forcefully put forward in Indonesia
where another version emerged out of an originally Chinese argu-
ment. According to this there is a large domestic monopolistic bour-
geoisie which, however, is rooted in co-operation with not only
semi-feudal forces but also imperialist ones—just as the pure-com-
prador bourgeoisie; in addition it also depends upon powers in the
executive organs of the state for its own survival and expansion.
These "bureaucratic capitalists” thus contradict the interests of,
among others, a progressive non-monopolistic national bourgeoisie-
which communists, consequently, should try to mobilise.

This line was maintained—through it was only partially followed —
by the Indian Maoists from the mid 1960s and onwards. A similar,
and in terms of concrete politics much more important version, was
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put forward by the PKI in the early 1960s. Substantial sections of the
civil servants including the military officers, gained tremendous
powers within the increasingly important Indonesian state which'they
used for self-gain. However, according to standard Marxism,
capitalist power is rooted in control within the economic base and
not in the super structure. Bureaucrats and officers only administer
and execute the powers of real capitalists. In the absence of strong
Indonesian capitalists, the PKI, therefore, claimed that the roots of
bureaucratic powers mainly stayed with foreign imperialists. Hence,
-a’broad front against imperialism was prescribed.

I will call the third perspective, including the CPI-M’s and the
PKTI’s versions respectively, "the big- and bureaucrat-capitalist state
positions".
 Let me now further explore these theses one by one and evaluate
them by juxtaposing the forecasts, recommendations and calculated
resulis with what actually happened.

The National Bourgeois State Position

TOWARDS NEW LINES .

In the final struggle for national independence neither the
Indonesian nor the Indian communists were decisive. According to
them it was national bourgeois forces that took the lead; in
Indonesia a complicated coalition of radical nationalists, socialists
and muslims, including president Sukarno and vice-president
Mohammed Hatta; in/India the accommodating Congress party with
leaders such as Gandhi and Nehru. Initially a majority of the
communists in both countries worked from within these movements.

But when the cold war spread, the main issue became one of
following either the United States or the Soviet Union. When these
powers tried to consolidz/x;e whatever influence they had in. various
countries, most communists in South and Southeast Asia adjusted
themselves. They re-evaluated their former comparatively positive
view of the so-called nationalist bouigeois movements in Indonesia
and India, arguing that if these were not in total favour of Soviet
policy they were pro-imperialists and that a policy of harsh
confrontation was necessary.

In Indonesia this "Djalan Baru", New Road, or a communist
dominated front from below against the so-called big bourgeoisie in
power, had hardly got started before local cadres in Madiun, East
Java, responded to government provocations with an outright revolt
in September 1948. The new communist leadership criticised the
local revolters but maintained that the only choice the party as a
whole had was between fighting and total defeat. Army units crushed
the communists and some 19,000 people were killed, including the
party leader Musso." : '

In India the central party organs were captured by a faction
advocating, as in Indonesia, that a big bourgeoisie had taken over
state power which co-operated with imperialists and had to be
fought with the use of general strikes, etc., just as in Russia or
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perhaps contemporary Czechoslovakia. The new party leader,
Ranadive, who is still active within the politbureau of the CPI-M,
was, hpwever, totally unsuccessful in carrying out his proletarian
revolution. Instead, India also got one local led revolt that was much
more powerful than the Indonesian one. It took place in the old
prlflcely state Telangana near Hyderabad in south central India.
Bemg.an armed peasant-based anti-feudal uprising it had much
more in common with Maoist ideas than the contemporary Stalinist
views of Ranadive and was quite successful as long as the Nizam of
Hyderabad did not subordinate himself to New Delhi. But when he
finally did the situation changed. The Congress party and the central
government turned against those who wanted to continue -the
struggle. Some of the better off peasants in the areca as well as

moderate communist party leaders followed suit.® The Telangana-

upr.ising came to an end in the early 1950s with severe losses to the
mil]tfmts.2 In the mid 1960s, however, the old cadres and a young
Maoist generation initiated new-armed struggles in the same area
that are still going on. I will return to them in the second report.

CONDITIONAL CO-OPERATION WITH
THE NATIONAL BOURGEOISIE

Indonesia

The Madiun revolt in Indonesia caused the PKI to be thrown into
disarray. Some old leaders dissociated themselves from the revolt.
Others had managed to escape from the area and continued the
str}lggle against not only the Dutch but also the new leaders of the
independent Republic. Aidit was one such communist. His faction
worked dynamically to restore the PKI along the militant Musso
line. Huge strikes were staged and in January 1951. Aidit managed
to take over the reins of power in the politbureau. However, a new
period of outright government repression followed which paralysed
the party. The leaders had to go into hiding again. This time they
chose quite a different line from Musso’s in 1948: The communists
should not allow themselves to be provoked—instead the government
should be forced to display its anti-democratic policies.”

These defensive tactics worked. Even anti-communists criticised
the government, which fell in early 1952 because of its collaboration
with the United States. But Aidit planned more than a new tactic.

~
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Under his leadership the PKI was now, suddenly, prepared to give
critical support to cabinets led by the Nationalist Party and to swear

- allegiance to President Sukarno, who previously had been labelled as

a semi-fascist traitor.*

The argument was that Indonesia’s political independence was
limited.. The country was neither economically independent nor
liberated from so-called semi-feudalism in the rural areas. Powerful
movements and political organisations based themselves upon this
socio-economic structure. The Nationalist Party—Partai Nasional
Indonesia (PNI)—and President Sukarno advocated policies that
articulated national bourgeois interests of liberal democracy, an
independent national economy and anti-feudal agrarian reforms. By
giving conditional support to the PNI and Sukarno in the parliament

- and by abstaining from militant strikes in domestically-owned units it

was hoped that the weakened PKI would get legitimacy and
government protection against the powerful anti-communists, be
able to build the party, reach out in the villages and so on.
Simultaneously, the PKI would have a chance to mobilise people in
favour of more radical national bourgeois policies and—when the
party had become strong—shoulder the historic developmental
mission of the bourgeoisie as it abandoned its "true" class interests.

I have not been able to identify any full-fledged PKI-analysis of
this so-called national bourgeoisie despite its crucial importance for
the new party strategy. Most conclusions and calculations were made -
on the basis of the actual policies carried out by various
organisations and leaders. However, to this Leninist and Maoist
tradition of giving priority to the actual positions taken in the class
struggle, the PKI also added determinist ideas of parties practicing
direct class rule. Thus if the PNI, for example, agitated agamst
imperialism, such policies should receive continued support. The
party was thus seen to represent ultimate and almost definite
national bourgecis class interests and it could be relied upon.®

India

By carrying out this renewed policy in a unified way, the PKI was
pioneering the recommendations which the Soviet party made its
own at the 20th Party Congress in Moscow 1956.

The Indian party however, vacillated. The fiasco of the struggles
for a proletarian uprising led by Ranadive had been followed by the
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Maoist armed revolt in Telangana, -which was also approved by
Moscow. As the situation changed, the party leaders could not agree
on how to proceed and sent a delegation to Moscow. But Stalin had
become aware of the need to moderate confrontations with new
politicians such as Nehru.” In late 1951 the CPI abandoned its armed
peasants struggles in Telangana after having compromised on a new
analysis and strategy.® The central government was viewed as being
based upon landlords, princes and a reactionary big bourgeoisie
collaborating with the British. But despite this, the party line was
that it should not fight directly for socialism but initially work for the
fulfillment of a bourgeois national revolution and look for support
not only among the workers as in 1948, or the peasants as later on in
Telangana but also progressive intellectuals and the "national
bourgeoisie". For example, progressive trends in the government’s
foreign policy should be critically supported. Consequently the CPI
entered parliamentary election politics within, as it thought, a rather
stable "bourgeois" democracy. .

The compromise between left and right tendencies within the
party was further developed in a moderate direction in the years to
come. There was an ever present debate as to whether the Congress

"party and Nehru really represented .a progressive national
bourgeoisie, as the PKI maintained that the PNI and Sukarno did in

.Indonesia, or whether only partly, or potentially. The compromises
always stressed a combination of unity and struggle.

The moderates focused upon the increasingly anti-imperialist
policies of the Congress including.its economic co-operation with the
Soviet Union within the frammework of the second five year plan that
stressed state-led industrialisation. Moreover, they argued that the
Congress government represented "the-national bourgeoisie as a
whole". Since this was so weak it needed the support of the state and
the socialist countries to build an independent economy of its own.
Thus, the Congress, the.state and the national hourgeoisie were all
eager to carry out anti-feudal -agrarian reforms and fight
anti-democratic political monopolies. Though there were reactionary
tendencies within the bourgeoisie, the progressive ones were
increasingly important and should be supported conditionally. The
leftists, on the other hand, were more inclined to expose the socialist
rhetorics of the Nehru Government, the attacks by the state upon
workers and peasants, the monopolistic tendencies "in the
development of the economy as well as collaboration with
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| ’ S
international capitalism, etc. ‘They argued that the party wa

successful only in states where it had’be/i(iﬁﬁr:n ;1{1::;:&:2 dto ‘;gst
ntested against the Congress, as 1n s
goengal. T hg policy of the CPI had t};;ls to l:ﬁofggall))'ebisoec:n(:lr;(t)l::
i t | easants. ere us
::)tce)lrf:;eocf:a:)vzﬁ:rilt(;rgf atlﬁg (Il)ongress and the nation?l bourgeoisie Itlo
fulfill revolutionary bourgeois developl_nents on their ownl,l orec;f: ; f:]
possibility of radical changes in Indian society through p
ian ans.
parl’;“i::ennitj;z;ltz wing of the party gained .in importance over égle;
years. It consolidated its position after the intensified c?-(;lpega on
between Delhi and Moscow, the .’ZOtl}ngtéty1 .Cno?glilesss :e “t, eca :)eful
ith its critical review o alir ! ]
Ir)trilc:rc?,nlmvzlndations, and the coming to power 11 Ke-ralz}' 9f 211921’;’1-01:2
front within the framework of "liberal parhamf:ntarlsm 1;1 s v.vould
of the important sayings of the CPI at the time vs{fls t 2 i
execute the previously unfulfilled Congress party po cies. . dént
The CPI, like the PKI, never carried out any indepen Len
comprehensive analysis to identify th'e so-called natlonal bp.m:g:o s If
The main criteria were, again, polit}cal as well as determims 1c.,nt y
the Congress favoured anti-imperialism and state-led deve opxtlzj:i -
did not only indicate a progressive.ness tha.t should be suppor edbut
it would also further long lasting na.tlonal bourgemsum .
including anti-feudalism and respect for liberal democracy-~

CONDITIONAL CO-OPERATION EVALUATED

" Three basic assumptions that informed fh.e stra'tegles of conditiona;
co-operation with the "national bourgeoisie” will now b.e coninffa(;e
with actual developments. First, did the forces t(lilat wzre identonz mz}z

i is" for an independent ec
"national bourgeois' really fight v ndent e c
development? Second, did they struggle.for rz}dlcal antl-feudtzlall
changes in the agrarian sector? And third, did they foster the
development of bourgeois liberal democracy?

National bourgeois economic development?
12
In Indonesia the PKI’s strategic advances were remarkable.” By

offering conditional support to the PNI and Pr.esident Sukarne, Fhe
communists made it possible for them to abstain from co-operation
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with so-called reactionary and neo-colonjal forces and to-formt a

government of their own. Moreover, the new government polictes
were characterised by continued attempts at restructuring the
colonial heritage. The struggle against Dutch interests was activated,
New relations with state socialist countries were established.
Indonesia initiated and hosted the first meeting of the Non-Aligned
Movement—the Bandung conference in 1955. The government tried
to support and protect domestic éntrepreneurs, in particular those
who were neither of Chinese origin nor linked with the colonial
export-oriented economy. Finally, Sukarno fostered his idea of
Marhaenism; the typical Indonesian who was neither a proletarian
nor a landless farm worker but a hard hit and struggling
non-exploiting simple commodity producer. The Indonesian
Marhaens were sought to be protected and were seen to form the
basis for independent economic development rather than the
established landed and business elites.

In India® similar developments took Place even though the
Congress party was less dependent on communist support. Gandhi’s
populist ideas of the Indian petty bourgeoisie, village development,
etc., as a basis for independent India were even more forceful than
Sukarno’s Marhaenism. And already in the mid 1940s India’s leading
businessmen themselves, including the Tata and Birla families,
signed their so-called Bombay Plan which advocated active state
intervention for the development of an independent capitalist
economy which envisaged protection against foreign competition,
infrastructural investments and the financing of expensive industrial
projects, etc. Later on, Nehru and his second five year plan gave
priority to state-led industrialisation with support from state socialist
countries. It was actually Nehru (and Chou En-lai) who developed
the famous principles of non-alignment that were decided upon at
the Bandung conference. However, problems abounded. In
Indonesia the colonial €conomy started breaking up but there was
nothing to replace it, least of all an embryonic national economy.
The plantation economy on Java was undermined and exports of
colonial products from the outer islands were constrained by
government policies like over-evaluating the currency in support of
domestic producers. This ended in powerful regional opposition and
revolts. Foreign businessmen were reluctant to reinvest under the
new hostile government and the only competent capitalists in the
country, the Chinese business community, were looked upon as
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being virtually as wicked as the Dutch. They were therefore sought

“to be replaced by "real” Indonesians.

Government attempts at supporting a national bourgeois

~ economic development by fostering mew patterns of trade and

domestic production on the basis of an impcrt.-substi.tution ratlongle
ended mainly in abuse of power and corruption. Licences, crc?d_lts,
orders and so on were often issued on ground§ qf_ Pohtlcz?l
sympathies and other connections rather than on the intrinsic meirlt
of a dynamic capitalist who would be' able to start effectw(;
production. Many used state credits to raise thg:lr own s.tandard 0
living and often allowed their licences, etc., to be exploited by the
skilful but officially disliked Chinese. o o
In sum, rather than moving from a colonial to a .n_gponal
economy, Indonesia found itself in a national economic Crisis. Tﬁe
economic policies of the nationalists and communists had torn the
colonial economy to shreds, curbed the dynam1-c business enterprise
of the Indonesian Chinese, and put a__spolfe in the wheels of the
Muslim capitalists. In trying to be constructive the government had
merely created a parasitic group of corrupt credit-and-licence
hOh%ﬁr:ddition, the working class which had been asked to refran:
from militant actions against "progressive D'Eitipflal bourgeois forces
had to pay the costs of the economic crisis w1th9ut any chance to
protest if they wished to avoid government protection of the left as a
whole.” o
In India, however, the domestic capitalists were. rfluch. stronger
and independent economic developments more promising till at leas(_t1 ~
the 1960s. By then it seems as if the easy substltu'tlon' of_ imports an
the expansion of the state sectors had reached its IIII}lt even if thf
economic problems never came close to those in Sukarno’s
Indonesia.’ . u
The real problem was the lack of dynamics to replace the o
measures. The government' policy had Vbs,en based on general
protection of domestic business activities.' Thus,‘ the huge z?nd
ineffective but labour-intensive. petty commodrty' production
survived.'® Simultaneously, however, powerful business groups
flourished through additional support in the form of. not only
protected markets but also cheap infrafgructural fac1ht1e§ and
finance, low taxes, government orde_rs, etc. Furtherx_nore, .thls wa(sl
paid for mainly by the consumers in the form of high prices an
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indirect t.axc_s.z'0 And not only did various traders and producers have
a stake in this huge accommodation of interests but so did the

regulators themselves within the expanding central and local

bureaucracies.m

Consequently, government policies ‘became regulatory rather
than redistributive and developmental. They were characterised by
penetration from powerful private vested interests and also from
ef(tra-inc_ome secking administrators and politicians.? Moreover, the
high prices and indirect taxes restricted the expansion of the
domestic market. Most of the producers were so well protected -and

had so many thions—inqluding administrative and political
patrona_ge—that they often put less emphasis upon making
production more efficient in order to survive and make profit in -

many sectors.

These tendencies were apparent not least in the communist
strongholds of Kerala and West Bengal® Production-oriented

capitalists in Kerala were weak. In Calcutta, foreign capitalists had

bee.n comparatively influential while the independent Bengali
business community was weak. Also, traditional industries like jute

were not modernised and the slackening of public investment hit

Calcutta’s engineering sector hard.

Bourgeois escape routes

Indo.nesian communists usually explained the contradictions between
predicted national bourgeois interests and actual developments by
the fact that their bourgeoisie was too weak while their Indian
comrades argued that some of their capitalists were too strong and

monopolistic.?* '

These views have their obvious merits but imply that it is
necessary for an ideal bourgeoisie to exist in order to get
development started. It is hard to identify such a bourgeoisie even in
19th century Europe.” ' ' ‘

I find it ‘more fruitful to argue that despite different levels of
capltalisF development, similar strategies based on assumed national
bourgeois interests faced analogical problems—undynamic escape
routgs for the presumed bourgeois forces. And if the outcomes are
sirfiilar we should look for a common cause. o ’

1t is obvious that communists could have made better analyses of
the so-called national bourgeoisie. To begin with, the PKI as well as
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the CPI mixed Lenin’s and Stalin’s perspectives: Lenin (and Mao)
used to identify the national bourgeoisie from the point of view of
political behaviour. But then Stalin’s determinism was added to
analyse and predict interests, capacity and future behaviour of the
subjects. . ‘ ' :
We may, therefore, ask if a more consistent application of Stalin
might not have been better? A clear-cut class analysis along his lines
would in Indonesia have led to identifying the strongest domestic
capitalists, the traditional export-producing ones on the outer
islands, as the national bourgeoisie, and some rather conservative

~ Muslim parties as its political representatives. In India it would have

been an uphill task to distinguish between progressive production-
oriented capitalists on the one hand and hoarding and trading

“groups on the other. Most businessmen stuck to both ways of

making money. Moreover, there is some truth in the argument that
small and petty businessmen were inclined to speculate, etc., while

_the big bourgeoisie, the politically conservative Tata family empire

for example, was more productive. On the other hand it is quite
obvious, that many of the weaker capitalists are held back because
they have no control over markets and resources.”® None of which is
to say that poor capitalists are dynamic. - : :

As far as the Leninist viewpoint is.concerned, the Indonesian PNI
and Sukarno and India’s Congress party and Nehru can definitely be

- seen as political forces trying to carry out progressive national

bourgeois ideas. A careful concrete investigation of their capacities
could have followed. However, my brief evaluation of the applied
projects shows that there was no decisive correspondence between
the seemingly progressive political forces and capable and dynamic
capitalists despite there being links between political leaders and
capable big businessmen;, especially in India. The politicians were
unable to give priority to these links; they had to uphold a lot of
other relations as well.

I, therefore, have to conclude that most of the existing domestic
capitalists themselves were not eager to follow. their ascribed
national bourgeois interests, while relatively progressive leaders-who
tried to implement such ideas lacked a predominant and solid base
in a dynamic business community. L

But there were also important tendencies of development that
seem difficult to take into- due -consideration with the use of
predominant Marxist theories in South and Southeast Asia.
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In Indonesia the "progressive bourgeois" leaders blocked dynamic
developments within the Chinese business community, fought
capitalists related to the former colonial economy, defended petty
producers and traders and used their own political -and
administrative powers to offer protection, licences, concessions etc.
to subordinated or even incapable businessmen rather than enter
into production.

Similar political forces in India also defended small and petty
business against big capitalists—foreign as well as domestic—but did
not retard big and capable capitalists. These were also protected
against foreign competition. People were taxed and their surplus
offered to basic industrial development, supplemented with aid not
least from state socialist countries. However, as in Indonesia, the
leaders and administrators themselves often offered protection,
licences, support, etc. So, when the market did not expand anymore,
when the period of easy import-substitution and expansion of - the
state came to an end and the exploited and high-taxed masses did
not get more money to buy with, many producers could survive by
fighting for patronage and speculate. They thus escaped most of
what makes capitalism dynamic: the need to compete by making

production more effective and to produce and sell more by making -

the products cheaper in order to stay alive.”’

In sum, Indonesian capitalists were weak. "Progressive"
politicians and administrators did not strengthen them but turned
themselves into middlemen. The Indian capitalists were much
stronger. But similarly extra-income seeking politicians and
administrators saw to it that capable businessmen were not
compelled to function as progressive capitalists in order to survive.

We need better theoretical tools than those which informed the
predominant political marasm to explain the dynamics of these
bourgeois escape routes. I will return to thxs task in part III of the
book.

. National bourgeois agrarian change?

In both Indonesia and India most "anti-feudal’: struggles were
interwoven with actions against the colonial state.

“In the early 1940s, workers and poor peasants in Indonesia®®
started occupying plantation land to cultivate edible crops and later
on also to paralyse the colonisers. After mdependence the squatters
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were disinclined to move and received support from the communists
and also nationalists- among - others. The traditional plantation
economy was undermined. Ultlmately many plantations were

nationalised. '

Co-operation between the old aristocracy and the colonial state
had broken down. Some "feudal" privileges were done away with. .
The new state could not tax the peasants effectively. Inflation
reduced some -of their debt-burdens. Many peasants recovered the
land that had been forcibly leased by the Dutch sugar companies.
The nationalists were among the leaders of these movements. When
old village leaders and others, who had co-operated with the Dutch,
lost their influence and positions they were replaced mainly by
nationalist and non-modernist pragmatic Muslim leaders, at least on
Java. Moreover, the PNI took a militant stand against those devoted
Muslim landlords and their followers who fought for an Islamic
state.

The nationalists advocated a traditional peasant economy of
independent small holders (Marhaens) who would work collectively.
The front from above between the PKI and PNI/Sukarno made it
possible for the communists to reach the countryside where the
nationalists were influential. The PKI and its mass-organisations
propagated land to the tiller but concentrated on concrete limited
actions in defence of the "small people" and on attempts at collective
self help. Their success was remarkable. From almost nothing the
PKI became the largest party in Java in the 1957 local elections and
received almost as many rural as urban votes. Finally, Sukarno and
his nationalists introduced a bourgeois land reform in the late 1950s
and early 1960s, which aimed  mainly at securing the tenant’s
position and prescribed a ceiling on ownership of land.

It is usually argued that India offers typical examples of
unsuccessful bourgeois land reforms. Let us remember what Daniel
Thorner, * the not' too uncritical authority -on India’s rural
development said, "the facts are that in India’s first twenty-one years
of independence (i.e., when Thorner made his statement) more has
been done to foster change in agriculture, and more has actually
taken place, than in the preceding two hundred years"” -

Hardly anyone would dispute that the Congress party has not
only talked a lot about the need for comparatively radical land
freforms but has also introduced central laws and recommendations.

' Their land reform measures in various states have also abolished a
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good deal of the so-called feudal characteristics. Princes have lost
their powers. Zamindars and other intermediary tenures have been
dissolved. Their tenants have been brought into a direct relationship
with the state. Ceilings on land have at least held back further
concentration of land and made it possible for most of the poor to
survive on their land—as sub-tenants or labourers with sometimes
additional incomes outside agriculture. The limited anti-feudal
policies have also given more scope to sections of relatively well-off
farmers, who have got most of the support and almost a tax holiday,
while many comparatively large landholders have had to pay
attention to the management of their land in order not to lose it. The
low and scheduled castes, tribes and other weak sections have been
defended while new state-sponsored institutions for rural
government and development have been introduced.”

- Of course the bourgeoisie was not perfect, "ideal". But as Ajit
Roy, would argue, or Bipan Chandra or A.R. Desai among others
despite differences in their analyses and recommendations, there is
nothing strange in this.** The Indian bourgeoisie is not worse than
anyone else; it is hard to find a perfect bourgeois agrarian revolution
even during the historical development of Western Europe. The
most serious remnants of Indian "feudalism" were done away with
and the position of potential rural capitalists, the viable ex-tenants,
was strengthened within a deepened commercial framework.
However, despite "anti-feudal" ambitions and measures, dynamic
bourgeois social and economic developments were lacking in
Indonesia and frustrated in India:

In Indonesia,”® the position of the squatters hardly improved by
the nationalisation of plantations. I will discuss these effects in the
next sub-section on problems of enhanced state intervention, here it
is sufficient to note that powerful groups within the organs of the
state saw their chance to resurrect the colonial economy under their
own leadership. Every militant action made it possible to accuse the
activists of sabotaging the nation’s own companies.

Even more important, however, was that the front from above

~ between communists and nationalists set an unexpectedly narrow
framework for "anti-feudal" struggles. First, the communists reached
peasants whom the nationalists had gathered mainly on Central and
East Java, in competition with Muslim leaders. The use of patronage
and the stressing of cultural, including religious, differences had
been revived not least during the competition for votes on the eve of
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the first parliamentary elections in 1955. oo .
Second, the main problem so far was not that the PKI had
reached out to only specific parts of the country and to rural
communities with contradictions, alliances and loyalties that were far
more complicated than what was assumed in the party’s. analytical
and strategical points of departure. Such problems were revealed
later when the communists really tried class struggles. But this time
they could hardly get off the ground. Land grabbing was not on the
agenda but the so-called anti-feudal nationalists felt threatened
becatse the already very cautious, though comparatively suceessful,
work among petty and landless ipeasants to make them less
dependent -upon their patrons was enough to make them vote
communist. The local leaders took an open stand against the PKL
The central ones postponed further elections and stripped elected
organs of their powers. There was an obvious risk that the front
from above would fall to pieces and thereby the protection of ‘ihe
party. The PKI-leaders thus prescribed an extremely defensive line
at this early stage in order not to disturb Sukarno and the PNI :and

not even their new Muslim allies, the so-called patriotic landlords. -

Meanwhile production stagnated. S E

In India the Congress party was not afraid' of big landlords,
princes et al. and did contribute to the development of ex-tenants
with the potential to farm but became extremely dependent upon:the
latter and adapted a very cautions attitude towards them.*® The many
loopholes in various land reforms laws that the ex-tenants found
were rarely plugged. They benefited from low taxes and subsidies.
Their tenants were left behind and more so their labourers.
Sub-tenants were only viewed as labouring partners.** Attempts at
more radical bourgeois land reforms—such as the one proposed by
communists in Kerala—were thus looked upon with suspicion, and, at
least initially, actively fought.>*

The Congress was not only afraid of losing the support of the
rural well-off but also of the poor They were thus protected
against drastic proletarianisation, extreme caste repression etc. Their
pauperism was not abolished and neither was the caste system. Most
of them continued to reproduce themselves as they had done.
before.”’ - ' '

- Consequently, the result of India’s quite drastic struggle against
big landlords for emerging farmers was, at least till the late 1960s,
petty landlordism. Most scholars maintain that new peasants with a

i B
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potential to become farmers usually found it more proﬁgable to
demand rent from share-croppers and to supplement their incomes
with trade and moneylending, etc., than to shoulder all the riskass.
involved in agricultural production and reliance on labourers onl_yl_
Middle-caste organisations were revived as a kind of competing
associations.” Community development and government organs
including semi-state trade and credit co~operative§ were
penetrated.” .
The central government, despite radical recommendat10n§ and
_ ambitions, was unable to intervene and to alter this situation W{th(.)llt
undermining its own base. Industrialisation had been given priority.
It was felt that agrarian development would emerge a.lmost
automatically out of the agrarian reforms and similar changes in the
social structure. When this did not come about ‘there was little
money left to subsidise investments in agriculture and rz}isc the
prices of peasants’ output and thereby artificially make it more
profitable for the rural well-off to abstain from rents and spc;ulatxon
in favour of promoting production.” Moreover, it was not 'tl.le
comparatively radical central government that had the main
responsibility for land reforms, etc., but \thc variou§ states where the
governments were even more dependent upon support from the
rural rich and their clients.*? Finally, if and when central and state
money was injected into irrigation or co-operatives, the resources
were not only. monopolised by the rural rich but quite often als'o
used by them to sell and buy patronage and to further support th_elr
unproductive ways of enriching themselves.” Agricultural proc.luctlon
stagnated till the second part of the 1960s when a new pohcy was
introduced.*

Extra-economic options

The common perception among South and Southeast Asian
communists is that the Indonesian bourgeoisic was too weak to
enforce radical agrarian change while the Indian bourgeoisie, despite
its relatively much stronger position, could not cope with the
"remnants of feudalism” because the landlords were more powerful
than in Indonesia. The problem is, however, that neither the weaker
nor the stronger bourgeois forces demonstrated any decisive
attempts at really doing away with extra-economic forms of
exploitation once they had domesticated the big landlords et al. who
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had been co-operating with the colonial state.

So 'again, it seems to be more fruitful to depart from the

~ argument, that despite differences like stronger capitalists in India

and much weaker landlords in Indonesia, similar strategies based on
ascribed - bourgeois interests in anti-feudalism faced analogical.
problems—ex-tenants found easier ways than the capitalist one of
extracting surplus. Does my superficial evaluation of the political
approaches indicate not only common results but alsc similar
causes? ‘ ~

The complicated Indonesian developments up to the early 1960s*
do not reveal any strong resistance on the pa:it of the urban, and
perhaps not even rural nationalists, against anti-big-landlordism. It

- was in fact Sukarno and the PIN—not the PKI-that initiated land

reform programmes in the late 1950s and early 1960s. However, the
nationalists in general and their powerful rural followers in
particular became very nervous when their political and
administrative positions, rather than assumed big landownership,
were threatened. As far as I can see, this indicates that the rural
nationalists were less potential farmers than-administraiive and
political patrons who based their surplus extraction more on control
overlocal organs of the state than on private ownership of land. ,
Could the PKI have made better analyses of these complications
without altering the theoretical perspectives that informed its brand
of political marxism? The problem is that the questions that follow-
from the predominant perspectives are tied to a conventional
European understanding of feudalism, such as exploitation based on
monopoly of land. Consequently, one_looks for correlated indicators
and does, of course, find quite a few. It is also provoking that many
of the alternative approaches, which stress specific Asiatic

. characteristics, end up underlining quite egalitarian social structures

in the villages while it is obvious that some are much more powerful
and well-off than the majority. And finally, not only the communists
but also the nationalists were rooted in the combined struggles

-against the colonial state and its feudal-like landed collaborators.

There is a need to explore alternative approaches to explain the
roots of power among the rural patrons which made it possible for
them to evade capitalistic forms of surplus extraction. My evaluation
of PKT’s political project in the 1950s and early 1960s does not allow .
further elaboration. We have to wait for additional indications from
the evaluation in the next report on peasants of PKI’s attempts to
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put its class analysis of rural Java and a more militant strategy into
practlce from 1963 onwards.

In India the Congress party was even more inclined to proclaim
anti-feudal reforms. And the viable former tenants had obviously
demonstrated their interest not only in anti-colonialism but also in
anti-big-landlordism. My evaluation reveals limited further interest
in bourgeois agrarian development among the new potential
farmers. On the contrary,. they almost immediately started to
" develop new positions as petty-landlords by enforcing continued
protectlon from their political representatlves and allies within the
various organs of the state who were in desperate need of their
support. Thus, the new propertied peasants could exploit loopholes
in the land reform laws, retain the tenants they needed, penetrate
and mobilise new government support as well-as local organs of the
state and distribute some patronage to the poor.

These optlons to evade new progressive bourgems solutlons were
thus rooted in the relations of class power.” Potential farmers
existed, most big landlordism had been abolished, markets were
available, and so on.

The Indian communists could have made better analyses of the
new petty landlordism and why it prevented progressive
developments without altering their theoretical tools. Extra-
economically based appropriation of surplus continued to be used.
But the causes for why the previously anti-feudal tenants turned to
petty landlorism in the first place were more difficult to address.
This had more to do with political protection of the ex-tenants as
well as the poor rural masses.

To summarise, the experiences in Indonesia up to the 1960s
indicate that the socio-economic basis of the peasants-with a
potential to become farmers were not only ownership of land but
also administrative and political positions within the local organs of
the state. They could thus evade bourgeois developments by using
the latter bastions for their extraction of surplus.

The ex-tenants in India, on the other hand, were indeed more
rooted in their land, but could enforce sufficient political and
administrative protection—which also spilled over to the rural
masses—to escape much of the progressive logic of capitalism: to
compete, invest and produce cheaper and more.
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National Iiourgeois democracy?

During the first two decades of India’s independence, parliamentary

. democracy was, in comparison with many other post-colonial

societies, remarkably stable.”” Representative organs of the state had
been established and the Congress party had nurtured them during
the closing decades of the British raj. After independence they were
given more powers. Democratic rule was extended to the whole
nation and all citizens. Elections were held on several levels. The
executive organs of the state remained powerful. But they were
formally and sometimes also actually subordinated to the
representative - organs. 'And the judicial state organs were
impressively independent, again in a comparative perspective. All
political parties, including communist ones, were allowed and there
was freedom of the press etc. There were no signs of military coups.
Despite all the freedoms in this huge country-continent, with so
many different cultures, languages, religions, levels of economic and
social development etc., the political structure and system was not as
fragmented as it might have been. The Congress party dominated on
a nation-wide scale. Even powerful rural forces with some
feudal-like characteristics followed suit and used the representative
organs in general and their capacity to mobilise votes in particular to
reproduce their own positions. Finally, even though the
comparatively strong Indian bourgeoisie definitely influenced and
penetrated the representative as well as executive organs of the state,
the autonomy of politicians and bureaucrats was impressive.*

Though it may sound strange these days, and given the fact that -
the stability of India’s democracy was and is unique, Indonesia’s
attempts at people’s rule” were also comparatively consistent until
the end of the 1950s.

Despite the lack of any important representative organs under
the Dutch, and despite the very fragmented struggles for liberation,
with very many different organisations and patrimonial leaders, the
new Republic first developed a functioning parliamentary system
and then turned to more presidential powers with a democratic
framework.

While it is true that Indonesia never reached India’s level of
autonomy between the representative, executive and judicial organs
of the state, attempts at military coups—backed by frustrated elitist
"social-democrats"—were actively and successfully fought not least by
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President Sukarno and the nationalists. So were also regional
rebellions, some of which were sponsored by agencies such as the
CIA and some with ideas of an authoritarian muslim state.
Moreover, the communist party was admitted important freedoms.

Despite all the turbulence, the so far only free and clean elections.

that have been held in Indonesia took place to the parliament in
1955 and to regional and local organs in the reasonably stable parts
of the country in 1957.

Also, as in India, many feudal-like rural patrons adapted
themselves to the new trends and successfully collected votes to
uphold their positions. If we set aside the previously discussed abuse
of political and administrative powers on the part of the politicians
and bureaucrats, the latter were even less dependent on vested
interests rooted in private business groups than in India.

On a superficial level I could, therefore, conclude that the
so-called political representatives of national bourgeois interests
undermined pre-capitalist political monopolies, upheld a relative
autonomy {acceptable to capitalists since they could rely on private
ownership and economic control of the masses) and introduced
democratic forms of government to solve contradictions among
powerful groups and to uphold law and ordér. However, an
evaluation of the strategies in India and Indonesia that were based
on such assumptions point in other directions.™

First, in each of the countries most of the votes were mobilised
 with the use of traditional loyalties, especially in rural areas. Tlis
pattern revived cultural, religious, caste, ethnic, regional and other
loyalties, and consolidated, though in a new garb, patron-client
relationships. Consequently, powerful rural patrons were favoured
by the introduction of "modern” democracy.”

Second, this tendency was further strengthened by the fact that
full democratic freedoms were not ‘accepted at the very local levels.
Indonesian patrons were, as I have discussed earlier, terrified by the
communist advances in the 1957 local elections and relieved by the
so-called "guided democracy" that followed. The "new order" regime
that came to power in the mid-sixties elaborated on this line and
prevented political activities at the village level through its "floating
mass" doctrine.

Similar ideas, though not so strict or strongly enforced, were
_present also in India. During the period under review, parties were
not allowed to compete in village level elections and the poor were

The National Bourgeois State Position 31

thus left without potential organisational backing,

Third, there was some ambivalence at more central levels as well.
When Sukarno and the nationalists had conquered the
representative and a good deal of the administrative organs of the
state, they preferred to share them with the army rather than to risk
them in electoral competition with communists. They proclaimed a
state. of emergency (formally because of the regional rebéllions and
the struggles against the Dutch) and introduced the aforementioned
"guided democracy"—a combination of strong presidential and

_central army powers over corporations of peasants, workers,

administrators et al. and some acceptable parties which, before the
"new order", included the PKI.

Even the Congress party felt threatened now and then. For
example, the first elected communist-led state government—in
Kerala—was overthrown in 1959 under the leadership of the same
Mrs. Gandhi® who finally, in 1975, proClalmed the nation-wide state
of emergency, to which I shall return in a short while.

Elite and patron democracy

It is common among communists to explain- the problems of
so-called bourgeois democracy in India and Indonesia by applying a
somewhat longer perspective, one which includes the breakdown of
democracy in Indonesia during the 1960s and its restoration in India
after only a few years of emergency. They argue that the differences
had to do with a much stronger national bourgeoisie in India than in
Indonesia.

However, when the domestic bourgeoisie was extremely weak in
Indonesia, the likely political representatives fought actively for
democracy. But when they began to consolidate and further develop
their positions, not least with the use of the state, they undermined
the democratic processes.”® Although the Indian developments are
less drastic, one can hardly argue that thé increasing problems of
democratic rule, which were indicated by the evaluation of
communist politics during the period under . review, were
qualitatively different or that they were correlated with weakened
domestic capitalists.

Once again it is necessary to re-examine the evaluation of marsist
assumptions and political strategies in the search for similarities that
can help us understand common problems.




\

32 What’s Wrong with Marxism?

No doubt, politicians, administrators, and judges had a lot of
autonomy during the period under review in Indonesia® as well as in
India. Sukarno and the PNI as well as the Congress party—the
assumed agents of national bourgeois interest in liberal
democracy—did fight old political monopolies, tried to solve
contradictions between powerful groups, and to uphold law and
order.

However, their autonomy is 1ot in any easy way related to a
capacity of the domestic capitalists to reproduce their positions on
their own. On the contrary, as I have discussed earlier Indonesmn
capitalists were either extremely dependent upon political patronage
or about to emerge as speculators who utilised their positions within
the organs of the state. And the Indian capitalists based a lot of their
activities on government protection and support.

Also, private capitalists in both countries were. totally 1ncapable
of mobilising broad support. They were entirely dependent on
feudal-like patrons, traditional elites, etc, who drew on "pre-
capitalist" ideologies. ‘

As far as I can understand, this indicates that the development of
democracy in India and Indonesia had more to do with the interests
of traditional patrons and elites to reproduce and further strengthen
their own positions than with an emergence of independent

capitalists who would not need to use extra-economic powers to

foster their positions.

The fact that, within this framework, patrons and elites in India

were more securely based on private property and traditionally
rooted respect for intellectual-elitist leadership than in Indonesia
might explain the more stable and well developed democracy in
India as compared with Indonesia. In Indonesia they had to rely
much more upon political and administrative positions, and these
could be directly threatened by, for example, communist electoral
advances.
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The National Democratic State Position

TURNING TO THE STATE

‘ During the late 1950s in Indonesia as well as in India, communists

became increasingly frustrated with the incapacity of the so-called
national bourgeois forces to fight consistently -for independent
economic development, agrarian change and liberal democracy.

Progressive capitalist development .seemed to be blocked.- The

communists claimed that weak national bourgeois forces were held
back not only by imperialism but also by landlords and monopolistic
capitalists. At the same time it was quite obvious that certain
political leaders like Nehru and Sukarno—or Nasser or Nkrumah or
Castro—successfully mobilised broad popular support in favour Qf

state-led radical economic and social development.

These tendencies were carefully analysed by Eastern European
communists as well. Could it be that capitalists in many third world
countries were so weak, that they could not. dominate the states?
Therefore, the question about what development policies the
governments could choose and implement was a rather open one?
And could it be that radical nationalist leaders—rather than weak
communist parties—could take over the state organs in countries with
relatively tiny proletariat and implement policies which would be
neither capitalist nor socialist but “non-capitalist"?

Indonesia

The PKI became increasingly dependent upon Sukarno’s
protection® Many domestic capitalist rallied behind regional rebels
rather than the nationalists and looked for support outside the
goxrérnment. They sought it within sections of the army, among
Muslim groups, and also outside the country, for example in
Washington. The nationalists within the PNI and their pragmatic
East Javanese Muslim partners had failed to initiate an independent




36 What’s Wrong with Marxism?

economic development and became more and more frustrated with
communists, who took over their clients and threatened their
political and administrative positions. Sukarno as well as the
nationalists had thus several reasons to welcome powerful support
from the army leadership. General Nasution ignored the PKI and
preferred to enhance the power of the army leadership by staying
with the central government in relation to rebellious colleagues in
the outer provinces. Finally, the communists were not strong enough
to stay independent; militant peasants’ and workersd struggles would
have meant abandoning Sukarno’s patronage.

At the same time, however, Sukarno became more and more
radical. He proposed broad coalition governments which would
include the communists but not the parties supporting the rebellious
"anti-communist compradors" He intensified the struggles against
imperialism in general and the Dutch in particular. He initiated
better relations with the existing socialist states and so on. Obviously,
said the PKI, the state was quite autonomous. :

Thus, the communists decided to support Sukarno’s ideas of a
more radical state-led development—including nationalisation of
foreign companies, state-directed trade and industrialisation plus
agrarian reforms—simultaneously with struggles against imperialists
and their domestic allies. The PKI was prepared to pay for this and
Sukarno’s patronage with a positive attitude to a strong presidency
and somewhat postponed parliamentary elections.

India

New ideas among Eastern European political marsists about the so
called non-capitalist path for underdeveloped countries were
informally suggested to Indian communists already by 1956. It was
argued that the state in countries such as India was not an
appendage to private monopoly capitalists as in advanced Europe or
in the United States. Under the leadership of progressive
nationalists like Nehru, the state could be used to foster independent
‘industrialisation, agrarian change, etc. The national bourgeoisie
could not advance without state support against imperialism and
feudalism and state capitalist of this kind was a step towards
socialism.”’
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The approach was well received by CPI-moderates, while radicals
rejected it. The centrist general secretary (Ajoy Ghosh) maintained
that it was correct to stress differences between the Indian state and
those in advanced capitalist societies but dismissed the idea that
Nehru’s government was about to advance towards socialism in a
peaceful way. Moreover, the national bourgeoisic was not only
interested in.anti-imperialism and anti-feudalism ‘but also ‘in
exploiting and repressing the people with state support. In short, a
non-capitalist- path of development mlght be possible but not under
the present bourgeois leadership.>®

Because of the harsh conflicts within the CPI, it was: only after :
the radicals and some centrists had left the party in the mid 1960s
and started their own CPI-M (to which I shall return in the next
chapter) that the national democratic state posmon became
predominant within the remaining CPI.

India’s development stagnated in-the 1960s and was further be-
devilled by a series of bad harvests and famines in certain areas. The
central government became more dependent upon foreign aid,
particularly from the United States, and had to devalue the rupee by
more than 35% in 1966. Also, Nehru had died and so had his weaker
successor Shastri less than two years later.

Economic and social problems were thus combined w1th severe
political uncertainties. The various interests and movements that had
been co-operating within the Congress party surfaced and began to

compete more intensively. Radical groups, within as well as outside

the established parties, tried to mobilise the exploited and hungry
masses. Mrs Gandhi, who finally replaced her father, tried to restore

~unity and order within the Congress party by relying upon the

executive organs of the state and radical populist rhetorics as against
conservative party bosses et al.¥

The remaining CPI took a positive stand towards Mrs. Gandhi’s
policies and soon maintained that she represented the progressive
anti-imperialist, anti-feudal and anti-monopolistic tendencies within
the Congress party and the domestic "national bourgeoisie as a
whole". Moreover, she wanted to solve the economic and social
problems not only by attacking big business and conservative landed
forces but also by extending the public sector, co-operating with the
existing socialist states and the CPI, and perhaps even by allowing
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communists into goVemment. ‘Finally, Mrs. Gandhi and tht.z CI.’I
were equally interested in fighting the more radical communists -1n
the new CPI-M.* . ‘ o

Of course, the CPI leaders realised that "non-capitalist
development" was originally meant for countries with x.nuch weaker
capitalists than India. They argued, however,‘ that it shou'lld be
possible to struggle for a "national democratic govcrnment. —one
which would include communists on an equal basis. It was envisaged
that such a government could use the organs of the state to prevent
further development of private big capitalism, initiate an al.ternatlve
path based on an expanding public sector, prqvide state guidance to
progressive capitalists and be rooted among intellectuals, peasants
and workers.”

THE SUPPORT FOR STATE-LED DEVELOPMENT
: EVALUATED - :

Favourable prerequisites

Initially, the strategies in support. of national democratic state-led
development in Indonesia during the late 1950s and early.19605 an‘d
in India, on the part of the CPI, from the mid 1960s till the l.atc
1970s were quite successful and confirmed much of the theoretical
and analytical assumptions involved.

" In Indonesia® not only Sukarno and his nationalists but also the
central army leadership actively fought against re'bels co-operating
with Western powers, including the CIA. PKI’'s main enemics on the

political scene were isolated, and over the years even outlawed, while -

the communists received continued patronage.

Struggles against the Dutch, who refused to give up Western New
Guinea, made it possible for nationalist and communist trade unions
to initiate nationalisation of Dutch companies under the auspices of
Sukarno. Soon enough the army used the state of emergency to t:«_lke
over the rest. The huge shipping line and other transport companies,

_ trading houses, banks and some 540 plantations (two-thirds of all the
plantations in the country) were, among others, confiscated.
Hundreds of industrialists and other business leaders were replflced.
Later the army also took over companies ‘'owned by the Chme-:se
Indonesians who were close to Taiwan and supported the Indonesian
rebels. Moreover, suggestions o privatise the companies. were
rejecied. In 1958 all plants were ‘declared state property. To this
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should also be added a considerable number of already existing
state-owned enterprises and the established practice of state
interventions in the economy.

While fighting Western imperialism, Sukarno as well as the
central army command welcomed support from state socialist
countries. Within a few years Indonesia became the largest
non-communist recipient of military assistance and the third largest
recipient of economic assistance from the Eastern bloc, after India
and Egypt. .

Finally, Sukarno and the radical nationalists introduced the

-+ previously mentioned land reform laws and integrated them as well

as the state-owned enterprises, aid from the Eastern bloc, etc., into
extremely ambitious development plans. These incorporated
Sukarno’s concepts of "guided democracy”, "guided economy”, the
consensus-oriented "Panca Sila" (five principles) and his radical
political manifesto as a framework.

So far one must conclude that the Indonesian developments
came up to PKI's expectations. In a society where the private
bourgeoisic had proved weak, there was obvicusly room for
far-reaching and comparatively autonomous actions from within the
state by progressive groups without a distinct class basis. Even the
central army command took a radical position. The dynamic sections
of the economy were now under state command and land reforms
were about to be implemented. "Pro-imperialist forces” were fought,
communists were protected and state socialist countries offered their
support. The prescribed pre-requisites for so-called non-capitalist
development were obviously present. .

For many years Indian developments® seemed to confirm the
CPI-approach as well. During Mrs. Gandhi’s struggles within the
Congress party, she finally did away with the more conservative
groups which had strong positions within the party apparatus and
also, perhaps, closer links with business and landed interests,
especially at the state level. Radical Congress members strengthened
their positions and communicated with CPIl-leaders. The CPI’s
support for the Congress(I) from the late 1960s and onwards was
well received by Mrs Gandhi.

In 1969 the Congress party finally fell apart. Mrs Gandhi and her
Congress(I) developed populist socialist rhetorics, declared war
against poverty, talked a lot about implementing land reform laws,

_nationalised banks, insurance companies and coal mines, tried to do
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i ditional form of centralisation of capital m.Im?la,
?I:Zailgllltahgiglgc ;g;ncies, and tried to prevent further monopolisation
i i icensing, ) )
> lil;efgilfé?dt]l::geCPI gin Kerala® gave up its co-operation with ;h(ei
CPI-M and formed a new state government V{lth the (;ongr.c;:(l) 13
by CPI’s Achutha Menon and endorsed in- Delhi. Within tt hls
government the Congress(I) actually _ contributed ]tlo 197i
implementation of land reform measures m K.erala.11 In ]F e o
national parliamentary -elections, 'MIS Gandhi totally. elimin
her conservative Congress rivals. . .
moslgoc;fcign policy was equally progressive acgo;d_mgdShEO
CPI-standards. The Twenty-Year Treaty of Peace an riend t P
~ with the Soviet Union was signed in 1971. Th.e local enemy P'aklst;:
supported by the US and China, was effectively fought durmg
r of liberation. .
Banl-gllc?v%:/];r‘,wli\'lrs Gandhi and her Congress(I) could not hv.e up to
the expectations that had been generated. She faced hard resistance,
not least in Gujarat and Bihar from, among others, old‘Cong:ess
colleagues, who managed to. rally a lot qf extra-parhzm;n zlilry
opposition among middle classes. She fought till the end and, fina syé
in June 1975, declared a national state of emergency as a li‘espl())n ©
to "the deep seated and widespread conspiracy whlgh as ie; "
brewing ever since I began to introduce certain pr.og"fgss.lve crlneaslu res
of benefit to the common man and woman in India." Five days a !
she announced a Twenty-Point Economilc. Progrflmme that_pro:lm;et
enforcement of all the progressive policies which she clauneb tt ta
" her enemies had retarded. Some of these were land reforms, hiehe;
housing,\rﬁeasure_s vis-a-vis rural debts and b9nded labour, ; g zf
agricultural wages, lower prices, mgliler frgsductlon, the prevention
1 reation of more jobs, etc.
- ZvcacS(;?(lili;gndtg the CPI, which came out in total support of Mrs
Gandhi and her emergency: ,

The recent dévelopments inside the country signify that _pg)htl;:al
differentiation and conflict inside th.e Indlar} bqurgemsw as
reached a new stage, unprecedented since Indian mdepen.dent;e.
This stage is characterized by the fact that those repr.eslfintm% e
anti-imperialist democratic sections of the bourgeoisie have f:eli
forced into using the repressive organs of state power agains

those representing the pro-imperialist and most reactionary,
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pro-monopoly,  pro-landlord, anti-communist sections. This
situation opens up the most favourable possibilities for
strengthening the united front of the working class, peasantry and
other toiling sections with the anti-imperialist democratic
national bourgeoisie in common struggle against right-reaction,
and for moving this section of the bourgeoisie into more radical
socioeconomic positions in the very interests of this common
struggle. This is the process through which progressive shifts in

state power can be brought about in a national-democratic
direction.”’ ‘

Unfavourable outcomes

Despite the fact that the prerequisites were present for a transition
that could lead to non-capitalist development according to the PKI
as well as the CPL, the results were disastrous.

In Indonesia® the PKI maintained, that the nationalists and the

/ communists were politically the strongest and could acquire decisive

influence over the character and policies of the state which lacked a
distinct class basis. Indeed, they were instrumental in initiating the
nationalisation of foreign companies but only a few weeks later the
military took over from the union activists and politicians. According
to the PKI, the time was not yet ripe for workers’ control and
socialism but only for state management. The bureaucrats and
politicians, however, were incapable of management and were
generally looked upon as corrupt after years of scandals. Most
private businessmen were either linked to these leaders or to those
who had sided with the rebels, If the plants were to be turned into
state property, the army was, thus, the only alternative. Tt has had
due time to establish its men, who were starved for additional
incomes, at the company levels.

Once rooted, the military. business-officers co-operated with
"loyal" civil administrators in various organs of the regional and local
communities as well as in Jakarta. The companies were mismanaged
and profits misappropriated. They army got its own funds,
Substantial parts of the surplus, benefits, orders, et, were personally
appropriated and distributed  within renewed patron-client
structures, which also included civil bureaucrats—without any private,
¢o-operative or collective owners (besides the state, the nation)
risking and losing anything, Private businessmen were associated as
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partners. Also, some officers needed help in laundering tnex.rbx.?i(t)ncz)};
and to invest it privately. The trading houses and t.he possi e1 n}lfost
controlling the allocation of licences and concessions wer
pmt;:i)l:lle;:nough the military advanced _iqto t%xe rural ;fa;Kf(;
example, a lot of Chinese trade was pr<.)h1b1ted in 1959. ( thet -
least spoke about racism.) The official argument Wwas Bz:l  there
should be room for state buying and for co:operatw&:. while
civil and military administrators b.eneflted, C 1n§sle ere
discriminated, the peasants got !ower prices and produced less,
1k had to pay high prices. .
the ’tI?lIen;f)(‘:)le cight-yE,a)rl development plan t%lat was a co.rn_ers;flne 01;
Sukarno’s "guided economy" became mcrez?smgly un.reahstlc. S Sm
no money reached the planners who were, 1n any case, pOweries .was
It should be added that the now dec-apt?mng economic Crisis s
caused also by the bad state of affairs within many of tpe ﬁrﬁa& ”
before they were nationalised. The Dl.ltch had recognise | that (Y
did not have a bright future in Indonesia a:]i had ;l;it};lmllgutccl)] cslhips_
ime from reinvestments, e€tc. AISO,
i:l)::ag:lnto escape to foreign ports and 'thl.S added to th;a p;obllclasr:csl
of upholding production and transport within the archipelago ca
> t’lll“]aaée::xf .masters were extremely successful in one respcct—t.hcy
managed to control labour in a way that nobody else hg(li dl;nfe;};%e
the Japanese occupation. Squatters, workers, et al,, har fyhe - t(;
And when they raised their voices they were ﬁ{st t9ld ol dt e tn 410
uphold production in government owned units in order ow hgen
imperialism, and secondly threatened ‘ by repr;lssmll)l. _when
communists objected, the parliament was dissolved. Member fihe
party-leadership were detained and mt.errogated, party(ipal;;erslitica1
banned, workers’ leaders arrested, strikes .stoppe_d an gu gok o,
activity prohibited for several months. This continued itltle : o
intervened with his patronage and the PKI central cc;mm ce-(n
December 1960) declz:::ld thagtl the class struggle must-

i the national struggle. .
SUb¥S;n::§?ytgnd the PNI were most a.ctive in urging "Su{(Na_r?lot }tl(;
introduce the previously mentioned "guided democracy'. it e
new relations of power, however, th?' effe:cf was the pos‘;pomng o
clections and the introduction of prcmdentl.al rule. The military we °
well represented in the new cabinet while the communists wer
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absent. Parliamentary representation through corporations like
peasants, workers, civil servants, youth, military, etc., was enforced
parallel to the few remaining parties. All political groups had to
follow the state ideology Panfa Sila (at that time: nationalism,
internationalism, democracy, social justice and faith in one God) and .
deliver compiete lists of their members. Senior state administrators,
civil as well as military, at all levels, were prohibited from being
members of political parties. The local leaders who had been elected
in 1957 were replaced by centraily appointed ones which meant that
most communist representatives disappeared. The land reform laws
that Sukarno and his radical nationalists in Jakarta introduced in the
late 1950s and early 1960s remained on paper.

The PKI became increasingly frustrated; the largest communist
party in Asia next to the Chinese was effectively domesticated. The
central committee declared (in December 1960) that non-capitalist
development remained to be realised in Indonesia. And when the
Moscow leaders counted Indonesia among the so-called national
democracies, the PKI protested arguing that they were not even
represented in the coalition government.” The PKI was looking for
alternative theoretical tools, analyses and strategies. ,

In India too, the state was not capable of initiating the so-called
non-capitalist development despite Mrs Gandhi’s ambitions, her
stress on increased political and administrative powers and guidance
plus attempts to renew the Congress party.” '

The nationalisation of banks and new emphasis on lcensing,
among other measures, made business communities more
dependent upon politicians and bureaucrats. This did not lead to any
decisive redistribution in favour of weaker groups but rather fostered
extended regulations—including the possibility for key figures to
demand compensation for their services and for businessmen to

compete for state support instead of competing in an open market.
When Mrs Gandhi tried to change the situation by giving
businessmen somewhat more freedoms without altering the
structures of power and thereby increase the demand for various
products, most of them seemed to consolidate their positions rather
than to expand. .
Agricultural production did increase in the late 1960s and ‘early
1970s. This was not because of suddenly well implemented land
reforms, which were rare anyway, but the result of the initial




44 ‘ What’s Wrong with Marxism?

measures of the green revolution which were introduced in a few
areas. They benefited mainly well-off peasants and petty lgndlordsf
plus those who controlled the distribution of inputs and credits.

Moreover, the new agricultural policy was not followed by
massive radical opposition on the part of the rural masses—which
many had expected—but rather by greater demands on the state from
the new farmers. They wanted more and cheaper inputs, more
favourable credits, and better prices but not the tax on their land and
incomes which the state governments were in desperate needs of but
did not dare to enforce.

To this we should add also that the division of the Congress party
and Mrs Gandhi’s electoral victory in 1971 plus the alliance with the
CPI did not signal an effective and well-rooted political organisation
outside the state organs. The 1971 electoral triumph was rather a
populist and ideological one over old institutions and loyalties. Many
party bosses with firm local bases had been _replacejd by Mrs
Gandhi’s agents who, however, had little powers of their own and
were quite incapable of implementing what she asked for. The
situation was not altered when quite a few of the old bosses returned
to Congress(I) after 1971. Either Mrs Gandhi did not trust the_m, or
they were powerful enough to abstain from implementing her ideas.
Though support from the CPI gave her a radical image among the

Indian poor as well as in Moscow, the CPI-communists were '

organisationally very weak-as compared to the CPI-M. And to the
extent that the leaders were engaged in extra-parliamentary work,
this was mainly carried out among influential civil servants within the
organs of the state.” -

Finally, no matter how one analyses the the popular opP051t19n
against Mrs Gandhi and the Congress(l), which became cv1dcr.1t. in
1974 and made her declare the state of emergency, the opposition
did signal considerable dissatisfaction with the abuse of state powers:
It was mainly middle class people who revolted. Many of thefm
protested against the way in which Mrs Gandhi tried to m(.)n.opohse
state organs and to undermine the independency of the judicial ones
besides supporting private monopolies and thwarting changes from
below in the civil society.”? And the hardly petty bourgeois 1974
nation-wide railway strike was even more brutally repressed by the
central government.
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It is interesting that not even with the almost absolute state
power under the emergency at their command were Mrs Gandhi, the
Congress(I) and the patronaged CPI capable of implementing most
of their policies. ’

The Congress(I) had neither the proper and well functioning
organisation nor committed members to carry out, or at least
supervise the bureaucratic implementation of Mrs Gandhi’s ideas.
The CPI was almost as weak and much smaller; it did not even try to
mobilise popular support and pressure in favour of radical policies
as did the PKI in Sukarno’s Indonesia. The executive organs of the
state, to which Mrs Gandhi turned, were filled with people who were
hardly interested in, for example, full implementation of land
reforms, or harsh action against corruption, or in favour of higher
agricultural wages, even if some success was achieved against
tax-evasion and smuggling in urban areas. The co-operatives were
weak and ineffectual for the same reasons.

Production, as in Indonesia, was somewhat favoured by fewer
strikes and "better discipline". The CPI was careful not to stage any
protests or strikes. But no economic expansion took place. And
allowing for the effects of initially good rains, agricultural production
did not increase either. '

On the other hand, the policies that really were - efficiently
implemented — the repressive slum-clearances, the enforced
sterilisations, the harassments of political opponents—had disastrous
effects. It was not the assumed agents of "non-capitalism" who tried
to uphold and foster democracy but the so called conservative and
almost fascist forces plus the rival communists within the CPI-M. In-
1977 Mrs Gandhi expected that she and the Congress(I) were strong
enough to stand elections, but people by-passed even the traditional
Congress vote banks and displaced her as well as the CPI except in
Kerala, where the excesses had been rare.

It was not till 19787 that the CPI publicly stated that at least its
concrete analyses and short term tactics had been wrong.”* The 1974
popular opposition against Mrs Gandhi was, the CPI said, no longer
fascist as a whole. The splitting up of the:Congress party had not
reflected the assumed division of the bourgeoisie and this plus the
emergency had not opened up :for national democracy and
non-capitalist development. At least, the CPI should have withdrawn
its support when the emergency was "abused". But the Achutha
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Menon government in Kerala had done well” and nothing was
wrong with the party programme and the theoretical points of
departure—it was wrong only in the implementation.

"Contained states

My brief evaluation of .the strategies in snpport of national
democratic state-led developments gives no immediate rise to
serious disagreements with the standard communist explanation of
the problems: Neither of the states nor their leaders, including
communist supporters, were capable of initiating a so-called
non-capitalist development despite the presence of prescribed
conditions. Though capitalists were weaker in Indonesia than in
India, the common explanatory factor is that the autonomy and
capacity of the state and progressive leaders within it were decisively
restricted by disagreeing classes of "various kinds. The general,
though not necessarily communist, conclusion could well be that it is
impossible to introduce socialist-oriented development from above
without first altering tlie structures of power at the base level.”

However, we still have to identify and analyse the roots of the
forces that restricted the autonomy of the progressive state leaders.
The most important argument among Indonesian communists was
that the so-called anti-people officers and bureaucrats within the
state had no class basis of their own but relied upon landlords,
compradors and foreign imperialists, whose interests they defended.

However, so far in the evaluation it remains questionable
whether this type of argument was valid or not. It did become the
basic assumption of the new alternative PKI strategy and I will wait
till it is evaluated in the next chapter.

At this stage, I can only say that my evaluation also suggests that
PKT’s "anti-people", bureaucrats and officers had quite solid bases of
their own within the organs of the state and did not only have to rely
upon outside "feudal” and imperialist interests. The tricky question is
whether the countervailing forces were based outside the statc
organs or within them. Or, in other words, if the Indonesian
attempts at "non-capitalism" were undermined from outside the state
or from inside by its own logic and actors? '

In India, the standard communist answer to the roots of forces
blocking the attempts at non-capitalism is less clearcut, even if we
restrict ourselves to analyses informing applied and important
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policies. The main argument is that the split within the Congress
party did not reflect any strategic division of the domestic
bourgeoisie as a whole but that the Congress(I) represented the
most aggressive big capitalists and modern landlords who had to find
absolutist—or Prussian or Bonapartist—political solutions to their
problems. Others maintained that foreign imperialists and landlords
were more decisive.

Again, it is difficult—and unnecessary—to discuss these theses on
the basis of what has already been evaluated. I will return to the
issues in the next chapter, where especially the first argument—which
informed the strategy of the CPI-M—will be scrutinised, and the
second brand—put forward by the Maoist groups—touched upon.

The above evaluation of CPI's strategy does, however, indicate
that even if Indian politicians and bureaucrats as individuals were
much less powerful than their armed Indonesian colleagues, and
‘even if it is thus much more likely that we will find the opposing
Indian forces outside rather than inside the state, we still have to
answer the question why the emergency was revoked despite the
obvious fact that the structural crisis of capitalism—which radical
communists identified as the root cause of the emergency—had
hardly been solved.” This does not indicate that it was only or
mainly the siill powerful bourgeois-landlord interests that enforced
the emergency and undermined attempts at so called ron-capitalism
in India.

References

56. For Indonesia see ibid., pp. 80-83, 97f. and 112-114.

57. Rubenstein (1977), pp. 603-13.

58. Ghosh (1977), pp. 588-602.

59. See Frankel (1978) for a more extensive review of the events.

60. See Sen Gupta (1979), ch 2 and especially Scharma (1984). Cf. also
Resolutions... (1970) and n. 67 below. I also draw on an interview with Menon
in which he said that "I now realise that a lot had to do with the tense feelings
against the CPM. The CPM wanted to destroy us. We went to the Congress

. for support".

61. Scharma (1984), especially pp. 164-173.

62. For Indonesia, see T6rnquist (1984a), especially pp. 99-102, 145, 117f. and 133.

63. For India, see mainly Frankel (1978), especially chs. 10 and 11.

64. See also Nossiter (1982), ch.9-11.

65. Quoted from Frankel {1978), p. 545 f.

'66. Ibid., p. 547.




48

67.

68.

69.
70.

71.

72.
73.

74.
75.

76.
77.

What’s Wrong with Marxism?

National emergency . . . (1975), p. 6. Cf. also political resolution . . . (1975) and

Reddy, R. (1977).

For Indonesia, see Térnquist (1984a), ch. 10, "The new lords of anti- .

impeaialism", pp. 100-104, ch. 11 "Democratic cul-de-sac" 1

X 04, s -de-sac", pp. 119-121 and ch.
13, "Workers’ struggle in the face of obst " 1 - PP
T s gg obstacles", pp. 146-148.
For India, see, for general overview: i

, see, 1 s, Frankel (1978), chs. 11-13 and Kiviraj

(1986), especially regarding tl?g nature of Mrs Gandhi’s and the Corr:gres;\(’llg?g
pogwer, Djurfeldt (1976), D jurfeldt/Lindberg (1977), for Kerdla,- Nossiter

(982 ) See also Malyarov (1983) on the state and for more on the effects Roy
897t5h)' and .(1926), Kochanek (1974) and Goyal (1979). '

n this pont I also draw on interviews with Cj 3
Monon b T alsc Reday. v hakravartty, Gupta, Sengupta,
I?n the JP movement, see e.g. Shah (1977).

Or more cautious self-criticisms at a i ions. '
after the 155 wous sclf n earlier stage, see Resolutions... 1977)
?ec Dof:umepts... (1978), pp. S3f., 55£., 66, 68f., 70f., 73 and 77f.

0 my interview with Menon he claimed that if the Kerala CPI-co i

) -communists

hlfd' been allow;d to take their own decision they had probably not withdrawn
their co-operation with Congress(f) as early as the party leaders in New Delhi
prescribed. {\nd Balaram, the CPI State secretary, was very irritated when I
;alseci guesdtl:)lils allzout the co-operation with the Congress(I) under Menon

nd claimed that the local party had still () not its di i
how o o Shat t co-operatioﬁ_ . () not concluded its discussions on
Cf. Frar_nkc_l (1978), pp. 548-550 and 566.
Cf. Kaviraj’s (1986) argument, p. 170 n.

3

The Big- and Bureaucrat-Capitalist
State Positions

TURNING AWAY FROM THE STATE

Let us return to the early 1960s. Ben Bella, Nkrumah, Nasser and
Goulart, to mention a few of the radical nationalists, were still in
power. Castro had turned communisi and inspired a new militant
Latin American generation. Liberation movements emerged in the
Portugese colonies. The war in Vietnam was about to foster a new
generation of optimistic radicalism. Chinese leaders challenged
Moscow’s cautious prescriptions. The Sino-Soviet conflict decisively
contributed to the wave of renewed radicalism that also reached
Indonesia and India. However, the Maoist ideas themselves had,
presumably, less importance than the Sino-Soviet conflict which
created wider scope for dissident communists to criticise and
perhaps even separate from the traditional parties without running
the risk of being totally isolated.”

The feasibility of "non-capitalist' development was questioned
both in India and Indonesia and the need to fight "the real holders of
power',—the ruling imperialists and big capitalists and landlords
respectively-was stressed. While the PKI as a whole adopted a new
offensive line in 1963 without divorcing the state, the opponents in
India left the CPI in 1964 to form their own Communist Party of
India-Marsist (from which extremists and Maoists separated a few
years later) and openly confronted the union state.

Indonesia

Despite numerous successes, the PKI was in a blind alley and its
leaders were aware of the need to develop new approaches.” How
could they unleash the potential strength of the world’s third largest
communist party and all its mass movements? How could they stage
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TURNING AWAY FROM THE STATE

Let us return to the early 1960s. Ben Bella, I.\Ikrul.nah, Nasser al%d
Goulart, to mention a few of the radical n?mm'lahsts, were S.tl.ll in
power. Castro had turned communist and inspired a new m.lhtant
Latin American generation. Liberation movements emerged in the
Portugese colonies. The war in Vietnam was about to foster a nevdv
generation of optimistic radicalism. Chmese. 1cader§ chgll_ex.lge
Moscow’s cautious prescriptions. The Sino-Soviet conflict decisively
contributed to the wave of renewed radicalism that also reached
Indonesia and India. However, the Maoi_stA idea§ themse_lves h'fld];
presumably, less importance than the Smo-Sowet con_ﬂ}c.t whic
created wider scope for dissident communists to criticise a.nd
perhaps even separate from the traditional parties without running
the risk of being totally isolated.” .

The feasibility of "non-capitalist’ development was questioned
both in India and Indonesia and the need to flght 'ithe real holders of
power',—the ruling imperialists and big capitalists and landlords
respectiveiy—was stressed. While the PKI as a whole adopted a new
offensive line in 1963 without divorcing the state, the o;.)ponents in
India left the CPI in 1964 to form their own Commumst Party of
India-Marxist (from which extremists and Maoists separated a few
years later) and openly confronted the union state.

Indonesia

Despite numerous successes, the PKI was in a blind alley and its
leaders were aware of the need to develop new approaches.” How
could they unleash the potential strength of the world’s third largest
communist party and all its mass movements? How could they stage




© 50

What’s Wrong with Marxism?

militant actions and escape from the domestication and
defensiveness behind Sukarno without losing his protection and
becoming isclated as a "threat against the nation"? How could they
attack the new powerful and even armed politicians and
administrators who so skilfully supported and utilised Sukarno’s
nationalism to confiscate and plunder foreign companies plus
repress labour; who fought "comprador rebels" and "neo-colonialism"
with emergency powers, "Guided democracy", postpened elections,
and took massive aid from-state socialist countries—all of which
undermined the PKI position.

The PKI could not draw on more support from Moscow. The
Soviet leaders were busy marketing "non-capitalist development",
according to which progressive governmeants rather than communists
should be sponsored. Peking offered moral support but could not
afford massive aid. Moreover, the native Chinese were exposed to
popular racism.

Despite this, the PKI leaders came up with a brilliant renewal of
their strategy. The communists should not step out of the shelter
behind Sukarno to take a more independent stand but should pick
up Sukarno’s radical ideas in general and his anti-imperialism in
particular, They should not start any open struggles with
"anti-people" bureaucrats and officers but rather kiss them to death.
They should become his—and the nation’s—very most Ioyal
supporters by helping him implement his policies. Thereby no one
could attack the PKI despite the radicalisation of politics.
Communists should even assume outwardly that the officers who
exploited Sukarno were loyal, then do everything to disclose that
they were not, demonstrate this and isolate them as traitors.

The rationale behind this kiss-of-death-strategy was the
argument that the main enemy was imperialism. The "comprador
rebels" had been fought. Disloyal, corrupt and anti-communist
bureaucrats and army-leaders remained. But civil servants and
soldiers, according to the standard marxism applied, have no real
powers of their own (besides what can any servant do to his master)
but rather execute the interests of others, that is, the classes in
control of the economy in general and production in particular.

‘Bureaucrats and officers with no clear cut private class basis of this

kind should be comparatively easy to fight politically. However, the
theories and analyses that claimed such an independence and lack of
class roots in Indonesia—and thus informed strategies in favour of
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non-capitalism—had proved wrong, according to the PKL
Bureaucrats and officers had been entrusted with a good deal of
power which blecked all progressive developments, and they were
definitely not easy to get rid off. However, if they lacked real powers
of their own, and the domestic classes were very weak, the f(?rmer
must, in the final analysis, rely on imperialist powers, aim at
privatising the state-led economy and should therefore b.e labelled
"bureaucratic capitalists". It follows that to fight imperie.lhsm. would
also mean to fight the main domestic enemies, just as in Vietnam,
for example. ) o

Finally, since the PKI took it for granted that "imperialists and
their allies were underdeveloping countries like Indonesia, everyone
who did not benefit from the existing system, "the people”, should be
interested in supporting this combination of class and national
struggles. » .

Consequently, the PKI did all it could to enhz?nce~Sl}karno s
anti-imperialism, to foster further actions against foreign l.)usmess, to
support measures in favour of self-sufficiency (including a land
reform to which I shall return in the next report) and to expose the
so-called bureaucratic capitalists, the offensive administrators,
officers et al. It tried to show them as traitors who undermirfed
Sukarno’s policies, tried to privatise the “guided economy”, relied
upon imperialists and so on and finally intended to isolat@ them.

Thereby the PKI confronted not only Moscow’s ideas about
"non-capitalist development” but also attempts at. p¢f1ceif511~
co-existence with the United States. International confrontation in
general and the third world’s struggle against imperialism i
particular were favoured. On an ideological level the PKI came close
to the contemporary Chinese ideas. :

India

Many Indian communists had since longbeen equally frustrated ?vith'
the incapacity of the national bourgeoisie as well as ascr.lbc?d
progressive state leaders to foster development. The radicals within
the CPI had accepted the compromise to support measures and
forces in favour of so-called national bourgeois developments as long
as others were confronted. But the left opposition had become more
and more convinced, that even if some Congress leaders might.be
progressive (and a lot of peasants and workers and small capitalists
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still supported them), their chances of changing society were
nevertheless severely restricted by the powers and interests of the
" landed and capital monopolists. Therefore, when the moderate

communists claimed, that the bourgeoisie as well as the Congress

party were about to split into two, and that the Congress(Ij should
be supported almost unconditionally, further compromises were
even more difficult. How could the left opposition support a party
and a state, which, according to dissident analysis, had to adjust to
the interests of monopolistic capitalists and landlords?*

Moreover, the CPI-M argued, the increasingly 1mportant role of

the state in India had nothing to do with state-led advances towards .

socialism but was an attempt by one section of the big bourgeoisie
and landlords to enforce capitalism from above without radical
changes of the "semi-feudal” social structures and without attacks

upon monopolies. Existing business houses were favoured. -

Collaboration with foreign capitat was supported. Land reforms had
been given up and replaced by green revolutions which was nothing
more than US-sponsored state support to the rural rich. Even the
restricted forms of bourgeois parliamentary democracy were
undermined. The communist-led government in Kerala had been
" overthrown; the CPI-M was harassed; and soon enough,
communist-led government in West Bengal would be as well. There
was an obvious risk that the state would become more and more
authoritarian. The national bourgeois forces had been incapable of
giving the producers more power so that they could develop India.
An authoritarian state would now help the monopohsts to control
and exploit the people.

This, therefore, was not the time to co-operate with an
authoritarian bourgeois-landlord state and the party that headed it
but rather to build fronts from below based on workers and peasants
and threatened sections of the bourgeois classes.

Tnitially the CPI-M stressed the specific interests of workers and
peasants. Later on, however, leaders became aware of the serious
divisions within the "bourgeois" forces. Quite a few and increasingly
important groups and organisations opposed Mrs Gandhi and her
Congress(I). This was, actually, more in line with the predictions of
the CPI. But the CPI-M read the situation in a totally different way,

saying that some bourgeois groups—desplte being also rooted in big"

capital and landlord interests and being even rhetorically less radical
than - Mrs’ Gandhl—opposed her state authorltarxanlsm and thus

~

The Big- and Bureaucrat-Capitalist State Positions 53

favoured, objectively, somewhat more traditional bourgeois 1deas of
attacking certain monopolies and upholding liberal democracy
Moreover, from 1967 and onwards, extremists in West Bengal
and Maoists in Andhra Pradesh, deserted the CPI-M, arguing,
among other things, that there should be no renewed co-operation
with bourgeois forces, especially not within parliaments. The basis of
state power in India was not as domestic and solid as the CPI-M
leaders maintained but was rooted in imperialism and feudalism and
carried out by "comprador bureaucrat-capitalists”. Hence, these
could be overthrown quite easily and there was no need for cautious

_class collaboration.*” I will discuss this approach in the forthcoming

report on the peasants, to whom the dissidents gave priority. Their
stress on the imperialist and thus shaky basis of the state is, however,
interesting also in the present framework.

The remaining CPI-M leaders were seriously divided on the issue
of to what extent the party should co-operate with the various
bourgeois forces that fought Mrs Gandhi. Those who spoke about an
increasing bourgeois opposition against state authoritarianism, and'
argued that the CPI-M also needed parliamentary democracy, and
that this was a unique chance to form a broad front to get rid of the
Congress(I)’s attempts at "one party dictatorship’, became dominant
in the mid 1970s. They were prepared to co-operate with almost
anyone—until recently even with reactionary communalist
parties—against the main enemy led by Mrs Gandhi.*

STRUGGLES AGAINST THE BIG- OR
BUREAUCRAT-CAPITALIST STATE EVALUATED

Successful planting

The PKI had been domesticated in a blind alley. The CPI-M was out
in the cold, fought by the remaining CPI as well as-by the
Congress(I) and Mrs Gandhi’s authoritarian government. However,
within a couple of years both parties managed to alter the situation
by reviewing their strategies.

The Indonesian communists rallied behind Sukarno and
succeeded in enhancmg his radical policies to the extent that many
observers assigned them the political initiative.* If anything were to
go wrong, it would hardly be due to a failure of the PKD’s efforts to
conjure up-accentuated anti-imperialism.”
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Attempts by the US and the International Monetary Fund to
collaborate with kindred souls in Indonesia, and -in particular to

enforce a traditional capitalist stabilisation scheme in May 1963, -

were blocked by means of a policy of confrontation with the
so-called neo-colonial new state of Malaysia. The army leaders lost
their state of emergency. Also, they had to favour military
manoeuvres against the British in Malaysia and US interests in the
region as a whole in order to uphold their positions. More and more
foreign companies were nationalised, mainly British and American.

Attempts at introducing corporatist labour unions as an alternative

to ‘the strong communist-led workers organisations were blocked.
Bureaucrats and officers felt threatened by communist campaigns to
disclose mismanagement and corruption and to "retool" the organs
of the state. Most of the remaining groups and parties in opposition
" were ‘isolated as enemies of Sukarno’s radical policies and their
organisations banned. Sukarno himself spoke about "New Emerging
Forces", as opposed to "Old Established Forces", based in the third’
world and led by people like himself, liberation movements and the
Chinese but no longer by the Soviet Union.  He suggested the
. formation of an ais between Peking, Pyongyang, Hanoi, Phnom
Penh and Jakarta; left the United Nations in 1965 when Malaysia
was accepted as a member; declared that Indonesia and China were
to start a revolutionary alternative; and told the US to-"go to hell
with its aid". Sukarno allowed some communists to enter his huge
cabinet, and finally, he and the PKI tried to implement the land
reform laws which I shall deal with separately in the next report on
* the peasants. ' - '

Substantial parts of actual developments in India also confirmed
the CPI-M approach.®® The party foresaw Mrs Gandhi’s increased
authoritarianism and that it would not hit hard against monopolists,
no matter whether they were based on land or capital. The leaders
had underestimated the degree to which broad sections of the
non-left opposition were prepared to resist these policies in' general
and Mrs Gandhi in particular and to uphold liberal democracy. The
central government was perhaps more active in repressing the
'CPI-M and its followers than had been expected. For example, the
1969 West:Bengal left front government was- undermined, toppled
and replaced with harsh state policies against left movements,
counter attacks upon militant workers and peasants, and electoral
rigging. Also, just as the CPI-M leaders had hinted, even though the
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central government fostered and became somewhat more dependent
upon foreign support from the West as well as from the USSR, this
did not undermine the stability of the regime, as the Maoists had:
predicted, but rather enhanced Mrs Gandhi’s capacity to enforce
capitalism from above without altering the socio-economic
structures. It is perhaps possible to interpret Rajiv Gandhi’s new
emphasis on "modernisation" in co-operation with foreign capital in
a similar way. - '

In addition to this confirmation of certain parts of the left
communists’ analyses, the CPI-M’s own strategy proved successful
for quite some time, especially in comparison with the CPI’s political
suicide and the Maoists’ failure. It was possible for the marxist-
communists to uphold radical and even revolutionary traditions—
including Leninist and Stalinist organisational principles—
simultaneously ~ with  quite  successful work inside the
parliamentary system, extensive co-operation with some bourgeois
forces and consistent struggles in-defence of liberal democracy. Mrs
Gandhi gave up her state of emergency and lost the 1977 elections.
The CPI-M emerged as the largest, best organised, most capable,
and internationally most independent of the Indian communist
parties. ' ;

After the emergency, - the future for the marxist-communists
seemed bright. Leaders even complained about growing pains.® The
electoral victories in West Bengal, Tripura, and Kerala were
impressive. CPI-M led left front state governments in Calcutta have
in fact been in power since 1977. And in the recent elections in
Kerala, the marxist-led front, which had been out of the state-
government for quite some time, bravely decided to resist any kirid
of agreements with communalist parties and despite this—or rather,
not least because of this—won a surprising victory.”

Bad harvests

Struggles for non-capitalist development were hopeless, according to
the renewed PKI and the CPI-M, because powerful classes
circumscribed the autonomy of the state and progressive leaders.
But despite quite successful communist planting of alternative
strategies to fight their enemies, the latter did not behave as they
"should" have and the political harvests were bad in general and
disastrous.in Indonesia. : :
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Indonesia’s economic crisis deepened from 1964 onwards.*® The
colonial economy had long since been run down. Income from
“exvorts did not suffice for essential imports. Many companies were
unable to utilise their capacity. The nationalised companies were
mismanaged. A good deal of the local and regional trade had been

paralysed because of the persecution of the Chinese minority. -

Moreover, substantial foreign loans were drying up because of
Sukarno’s anti-West foreign policy. Nor was Moscow satisfied with

Sukarno and the PKI, and China had no economic facilities to offer. -

A purely speculative economy gained ground. .The government
totally lost control over inflation, crops failed and contradictions in
the rural areas (to which I shall return in’ the next report) further
‘aggravated the food shortage. o

Of course, wage workers and poor peasants et al., who had to
buy rice and other necessities, were the hardest hit. Private business,
however, flourished outside and inside the state sector. If anyone
was stupid enough to try-to profit only from production, things went
wrong, but not many seem to have tried.

Nor were the communists able to succeed in exposing and
isolating the "bureaucratic capitalists" as pro-imperialist traitors who
wanted to privatise the economy by relying on their alleged base in

imperialism. The campaign for so-called retooling of the state
~ apparatuses led to the exposure of many individual rotten eggs but
not to any structural changes. A
The army officers did not need to challenge the ever more
accentuated anti-imperialist state ideology expressed by Sukarno. On
the contrary, they behaved like the PKI. They tried to interpret the
teachings of Sukarno to their own advantage. For example, théy
continued to take over foreign companies. And it was not the
communists alone or in co-operation with Sukarno who created the
confrontation with Malaysia—there were many indications that
leading officers engineered the conflict. They had good reasons to
fear demobilisation, a reduced share of the state budget and general
threats to their strong position now that the state of emergency had
been revoked. And the army, exactly as the major established parties
except the PKI, had no interest in renewing the question of general
elections. On the other hand, the military did not want the PKI and

Sukarno to benefit from the policy of confrontation. Thus,.

operations remained decidedly limited. S
Moreover, the PKI did not direct a knock-out blow at the

'
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"bureaucratic capitalists" by contributing to the dissolution of the
May 1963 programme of liberalisation and stabilisation of the
economy. Even independent researchers support the PKI-view, that
the US-sponsored regulations were backed by the leading officers
and other "bureaucratic capitalists”, since they desired to privatise
and liberalise the state economy though collaboration with fofeign
capitalists. According to this version, the programme was stopped
simply because of the confrontation with Malaysia. However, not
even General Nasution supported this view in a private
conversation.” The main part of the leading officers did not want to
Yif':(lld to "technocrats" who were totally dependent upon the US, he
said.

The programme of stabilisation appears, contrary to what the
PKI said, to have been a threat to the army officers and to their
"bureaucratic capitalists". If the programme had been put into effect,
they would have been hard hit by a heavily-reduced military budget,
drastic saving’s plans within the rest of the state apparatuses, -and
attempts to give effective and US-educated technocrats, who were
willing to co-operate with foreign capitalists, power within the
state-owned companies and the state economic planning, This would
not only have threatened certain individual business leaders, officers
and others, but also the army’s opportunities for buiiding up'its own
funds with monéy from state enterprises in order to finance the
machinery of violence independently of Sukarno. Rather, it was the
technocratic state capitalists who needed the- support  of
Washington—to drive our "incompetent bureaucrats and parasites"
from the state economy, to use their own words.

The conclusion is that anti-imperialism was a blunt weapon
against the "bureaucratic capitalists” and their chances of making a
quick buck. They could not be exposed and isolated as imperialist

 traitors who wanted to privatise and even less to liberalise the

economy, since they themselves needed to act against impérialism,
Just as they needed to defend their administrative positions of power
and not to lose the political initiative. ‘

.I will soon come back to what happened during the "new order"
regime after 1965, when a similar stabilisation and liberalisation
programme really was adapted. At that time, however, the army-led
"bureaucratic capitalists" were in firm power. The PKI as well as -
Sukarno had been eliminated. How did that happen?”

A group of junior officers, known as the 30 September
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Movement, tried to arrest seven of Indonesia’s leading generals,
‘among them Defence Minister Nasution and the Army Chief of
Staff, General Yani, on the night of 30 September/1 October 1965.
. The movement believed it had proof that the seven generals were
planning a coup d’état with the support of the CIA. The movement
wanted to forestall the coup and defend Sukarno by arfesting the
generals and finally bringing them over to him. Mq;eover," they
wanted a national revolutionary council to be established and
general elections organised which in tyrn would lead to a
government in which all political trends were to be represented,
including the PKI.

However, General Nasution managed to escape. Three of the
other generals were killed when they resisted arrest. The other three
were executed. Sukarno refused to appoint General Suharto, the
deputy of General Yani, as the new Chief of Staff. Suharto then
launched a counter-offensive. Sukarno moved to his summer palace
in Bogor. The PKI leader Aidit fled by plane to Yogyakarta, Central
Java. Soon enough Suharto was in firm control. He tried to unite

the armed forces and get rid of the communists by making the PKI-

solely responsible for the actions of the 30 September Movement.

The communists were taken by surprise and could not offer any
substantial resistance. Sukarno did his best to halt the reaction but
was finally forced to resign. The massacre and the arrests of
communists and others was most macabre in Central and East Java
and in Bali. The left movement as a whole was eliminated.

This is not the place to detail the full events nor to tackle the
delicate problem as to whether the PKI, the CIA et al. or perhaps
even General Suharto was responsible for what happened. My
general conclusion from previous studies is the following: The PKI
had been forced to give up the militant peasant struggles, to which I
shall return in the next study. Also, workers had been domesticated
and. the party had been unable to undermine the position of the
"bureaucratic capitalists” by attacking imperialism. Most of the civil
opposition had been forced underground—and had turned to the
army-or to foreign supporters.

Therefore, when the PKI leaders were faced with threats of
coups, which would undermine Sukarno’s capacity to protect the left
movement as a whole, they could no longer rely upon militant mass
struggle. A few of them involved themselves—but not the party—in
preventive elite conflicts.
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Obviously, General Suharto, the then commander of the strategic
reserves, knew about the plans to strike at the other leading generals -
and made the "progressive lower officers" believe that he was, at
least, neutral. In fact he might have been. If they succeeded Subarto
would have good chances to be promoted chief of the army; if they
failed, he could "save the nation". Suharto was not appointed new
chief of the army. The 30 September Movement was about to fail.
Suharto took over.

I do not deny that the CIA was deeply involved; it was—and
others as well. But I still doubt that Suharto and the CIA
masterminded the full events.*!

Fina]ly, the fact that a few PKI leaders involved themselves in the
preventive elite-struggles meant that they bypassed the party and
unc}ermined the possibility of huge mass movements and civil
resistance. ’

"What happened during the "new older" regime? Has not its
support for private business and apparent collaboration with
imperialist powers and foreign capital confirmed the basic elements
of PKIs analysis? Until recently this was maintained by most
concerned scholars.* :

It is by now quite obvious that when Sukarno and the PKI had
been neutralised, the army led "bureaucratic capitalists” had enough |
power to ensure that policies of stabilisation, some privatisation and
even certain liberalisations could be commanded by themselves
rather than by left-oriented groups or, next worse, technocrats
supported by foreign powers and capitalists. :

Moreover, the new regime™ proved remarkably stable and
capable of fostering rapid state commanded capitalist developmerit
even if it has stagnated in recent years. This has, of course, a lot t<;
do with the oil revenues. But first, the "bureaucratic capitalists" were
strong and independent enough not to become the victims of foréign
powers and transnational corporations. And secondly, pure

. ceonomic resources are just one of several necessary preconditions

for development. The new ruling forces might not have been skilled
industrialists but were quite capable of mobilising, offering and
putt?ng other factors to use, such as protection against powerful
foreign competition, control of labour, and the giving of priority to
some and not all businessmen—even though this was not based on
rational calculations made by technocrats.

Therefore, there is still no independent capitalist class in
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Indonesia. The private capitalists all need state support, or at least
protection. ‘So do foreign capitalists no matter how influential and
‘powerful they may be. And foreign donors require authoritative
counterparts, even if they would prefer a less protected domestic
economy and more rational technocratic planning. Even scholars
stressing the predommancc of imperialism and Indonésia’s
dependent position in the world economy agree. The business
partners of the officers (at all levels) need support and protection.
Even scholars and activists who argue that the so-called cukongs and
cronies are the real rulers agree. The pribumi, "real” Indonesian,
private and often Muslim oriented capitalists, need it. Scholars and
activists who maintain that the pribumis may constitute a progressive
national bourgeoisie sometimes even argue that the weak pribumis
need special state support in order to survive. And no one, of course;
disputes the fact that all the new subcontractors are extremely
deépendent on state contracts, permissions, protection, infrastructural
arrangements, availability of necessary inputs, domesticated
labourers, etc. All capitalists need this, even the petty traders
frequently require state credits, permissions, protection etc.

This, however, does not mean that the state is a unified, rational,
ruling actor. Quite on the contrary, actual developments and new
scholary research™ strongly indicate a fragmentation of state powers
and complicated patron-client relations, despite President Suharto’s
indisputable position as a super patron—a rentier general governor
rather than a neo-colonial governor general. Various individuals and
groups are in control of different organs, sectors and resources. It
seems as if it is not mainly the state but patrons within its organs
who -are powerful and use their control over common property and
nation-state authority to become, or to benefit from co-operation
with, capitalists. _

The CPI-M in India correctly predicted increasing state
authoritarianism.and acted in defence of parliamentary democracy.
But® was the characterisation of the nature and causes of
authoritarianism equally valid? And did not the party, therefore, hit
only at the pianoplayer?

- To begin with, the marxist-communists often spoke about "one
party dictatorship” in relation to the emergency. However, Mrs
Gandhi’s centralisation of powers and emergency were preceded by
the breakdown of the Congress party and is more fruitfully analysed
in terms of continued struggles within the Congress movement as a
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whole.”

The new Congress(I) had lost a good deal of its old local roots
and attempts at revitalising the party failed. Mrs Gandhi had
challenged a lot of party bosses in!the late 1960s and early 1970s.
Many of them had been able to rely not only on the party but also,
and perhaps mainly, upon their own bases of power when they acted
as patrons with clients, mobilised votes and funds, and got things
done; they had been quite capable of questioning and acting
relatively independently of the party leadership. Some of them left
the party. Others were replaced by less well based and more
dependent loyal bosses who had to draw more exclusively upon party
and state allocated means for patronage.

Therefore, Mrs Gandhi came to rely more on the executive

Aorgans of the state than on her party and institutionalism was

frequently abandoned as well. Her administrative and techriocratic
absolutism turned centralised and personalised. The increasingly
unreliable old ways of mobilising votes had to be supplemented by
populistic rhetoric, political manipulation and exploitation of
communalist tensions plus control and use of modern media. Rajiv
Gandhi is apparently following suit although with a less arrogant
image.’

The CPI-M, however, has been busy ﬁghtmg the "one party
dictatorship". :

Secondly, the CPI-M, among others,” maintained that Mrs
Gandhi and the Congress(I) represented a section of the big
bourgeoisie and landlords that had abandoned democracy, because
they attempted to enforce a brutal capitalism from above that left
most of the petty producers and labourers behind.

However, it was not only the CPI's progressive state-led
developments that failed to materialise. There was no trace of West
European absolutist anti-feudalism, (as opposed to the East
European late feudal absolutism) based on an alliance between
queen Gandhi and the big capitalists. Absolutism was there, and so
‘were anti-feudal ideas. But as we know from the former section on
the CPI-approach, very little anti-feudalism was implemented.

The German alternative marriage between big capitalists.and
junkers under the auspices of an Indian Bismarck also faileds«to
appear. The introduction of the green revolution in at least some
parts of the country could, of course, be analysed as an attempt to
foster petty junkers. As we know, the business houses were not hard
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hit by the Congress(I). But most "kulaks" turned against Mrs
Gandhi. They formed an important basis of the non-left opposition
before as well as after the emergency, even if she constantly tried to
win them back.”® Also, she never dared to withdraw some basic
protection of petty producers and labourers. And more and more of
the state revenues was used for comparatively unproductive state
expenditures. Pranab Bardhan’s argument, that state professionals
are so decisive that they intervene in a potential "German marriage"
between industrialists and farmers and form a complicated,
regulatory and consensus oriented ménage a trois is well taken.”

Moreover, not even a South Asian Bonaparte, emerging out of a
stalemate between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, -showed up.
India’s state authoritarianism was and is far from the classical
Bonapartist solution to a crisis of bourgeois political hegemony. It
was hardly the proletariat—as once in France—that threatened the
bourgeoisie to such an extent that the latter had to abandon
democracy and introduce its naked dictatorship. Which is not to say
that the big Indian capitalists did not welcome the emergency. But
the dominating classes had no serious problems in handling the
working masses. Even the Maoists, who had taken to the hills and
started armed struggles, were soon neutralised. The nation-wide
railway strike in 1974 was quickly repressed. The stalemate was
between rival "bourgeois" groupings, among which one tendency
defended their local bases of power in a fragmented society while
the other tried to subordinate them all to a single authority. This had
little to do with Bonapartism, even if we benevolently label the
groups bourgeois.'® ' _

When the emergency was revoked after some two years, a short
period of time in comparison with Indonesia, it was, neither because
big-bourgeois-landlord capitalism had been successfully enforced
from above nor because the internal "bourgeois" struggles for
political leadership had been resolved.'”

There are thus strong indications that India’s state
authoritarianism was not caused mainly by pure big-capitalist and
landlord interests.

But even though the marxist-communists did not hit at the root
causes, they got rid of the pianoplayer for some years whereby they
contributed to a new lease of life. for India’s parliamentary
democracy and paved the way for left front governments in West
Bengal, Kerala and Tripura. Were these obvious successes because
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the CPI-M allied itself with, according to its leaders, often equally
"bourgeois-landlord" opposition parties? Did these, in any case,
represent interests in a slightly more traditional path of  capitalist
development, which, in turn, required more local freedom for
farmers and entrepreneurs et al. and struggles against both

. centralisation, and political and economic monopolies?

There is no doubt that almost all of the non-left dissident parties
were strong enemies of Mrs Gandhi, however, it was Mrs Gandhi
herself who opted for the 1977 elections, which she lost and thus had
to give up the emergency. It would be wrong to say that she had
been forced to stage the elections by a strong opposition. Rather, she
presumed that the opposition had been neutralised.” Moreover,
quite a few of the old Congress bosses had previously been prepared
to leave the opposition when the winds changed.” The fact that
many were against Mrs Gandhi did not necessarily indicate that they
had equally solid interests in a more liberal capitalist development.

The Janata Government at centre that replaced Mrs Gandhi in
1977 soon fell apart and was quite incapable of guiding an alternative
path of development; it could only give more freedoms and subsidies
to those who already had power enough to utilise them. Suddenly
several of all the competing interests, loyalties and organisations in
India—which had previously been - accommodated by and -
subordinated to the Congress party leaders—permeated the central
government. Thus, Mrs Gandhi, Congress(I) and their state
authoritarianism, minus the emergency, returned.'®

Many of the non-left opposition parties were remarkably
reactionary and sometimes even communalist. They struggled' for
elections, for example, but not for the possibility of common people
to cast their votes without being dependent upon patrons, communal
loyalties, etc. And non-Congress state governments, as for instance
in Andhra, did fight for their democratic rights against Delhi, but
implemented harsh repression back home. The CPI-M frequently
became involved in similar dirty politics and followed the rules of the
game. Until recently, communists in Kerala, for example;
co-operated with communalist groups like the Muslim League to
beat the Congress(I)."”

The liberal face of the "bourgeois" opposition was mainly
restricted to common interests of defending existing private bases of
power and ways of reproducing them against state intervention.
There were no unified attacks upon private monopolies. The
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penetration of state and local governments by private business and
landed groups was not altered. On the contrary, and despite criticism
against state intervention, the rural rich for instance, demanded
more state subsidies and protection. Similarly, the opposition seems
to have had no clearer base than the Congress(I) among
predominantly production-oriented farmers and capitalists. It was
thus incapable of breaking up the normal conglomeration of various
ways of making money among individuals and groups—through
production, trading, speculation, rents, and so on.'”® Consequently,
the "bourgeois" opposition was not able to offer an alternative path
of capitalist development that took dynamic producers as a point of
departure.

Finally, and worst of all, the CPI-M became increasingly
restricted in its perspectives and actions by its political and social
alliances. The basic idea was to defend the weaker sections of the
population against state-enforced capitalism, and, of course, to unite
as many as possible against Mrs Gandhi. In doing this, the
communists often had to adjust to others with essentially
conservative. interests in common though to a lesser degree in West
Bengal. There was thus a lack of resources and broad backing for

- any dynamic alternative particularly since the central Congress(I)
governments distributed funds, projects, etc., mainly to friendly
states and loyal patrons. Partly because of this, the Left Front
governments in West Bengal have had to compromise with their
harsh criticism of capitalism in general and imperialism in particular.
For example, by inviting transnational corporations to Calcutta."”
Generally speaking the marxist-communists have, on the one hand,
combined electoral and governmental pragmatism to defend the
masses against even more brutal capitalism with, on the other,
revolutionary rhetorics about the impossibility of doing anything
substantial till the basic structures of power have been altered.'”
However, a fresh start might be on its way after the recent elections
in Kerala of which more later.

The CPI-M has thus not only been incapable of hitting hard
against the basis of state authoritarianism, but incapable also of
defending the weaker sections of the masses against its most brutal
expressions in a way that a realistic and dynamic alternative path of
development could emerge.

On the contrary, it is the Congress(I) that has come back to
governmental powers and been able to foster comparatively careful

The Big- and Bureaucrat-Capitalist State Positions 65

and successful economic and social developments. Economic growth
has been slow but stable in comparison with the NIC-countries in
particular.'® The relative level of mass poverty may not have
changed but parliamentary democracy has survived. The level of
repression is low not only in comparison with Indonesia. And-a

“skewed income distribution does not retard the further reproduction

of capital — if the market is deepened by exports and concessions to
some 70 million relatively well-off Indians and the others can be put
to work or at least be allowed to survive.'

That is not to say that the Indian economy is free from crisis and
that further dynamics are not held back. For example, most units of
production—not only the petty ones which allow the majority of the
population to survive—are still not able to absorb the rapidly growing
labour force and to compete outside protected markets. Imports and
loans will be difficult to pay for with increased exports. Even
industrialists are still eager to diversify into speculation, trading,
rents, etc., and rely upon the state when they need fresh capital for
Tong term productive investments. And the state cannot, as Suharto
could, rely on oil revenues to pay for the costs of pure maintenance
of the state structures, to subsidise farming and other "sick" units, to
pay the police and the army and still have money left for fresh
investments without taxing the well-off—and not only the poor—so -
hard that they get upset and important markets dry up.*

The communist and "bourgeois" dissident alternatives seem,
however, to be more "retarded" than the present path of state
regulated capitalist development. And, finally, Rajiv Gandhi’s
liberalisations of the economy do not necessarily have closer links to
big “bourgeois-landlord interests than did his mother’s state
authoritarianism. The private sector is invited to take the lead within
industry but, the state puts even more emphasis than before on
supporting various inputs and infrastructure. The deregulations are
not only due to demands from and concessions to the "middle and
upper classes". I would emphasise that they (just as Suharto’s) are

essentially state-led and discretionary. They are not only
contradicted by the left but also by those who, on the one hand, get
lower taxes and more freedoms, but, on the other hand, run the risk
of losing comfortable support and protection."?

Possessing and possessed states

To sum up, the strategies in support of national democratic state-led
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developments were undermined. The autonomy of the state, and of
progressive leaders within it, were decisively restricted by opposed
forces. Who were they? How did they do it? What were they based
upon?

I.n the case of Indonesia, the PKI’s attempts at undermining the
"anti-people” forces by fighting imperialism and privatisation proved
counterproductive. So did the struggles for land reforms, to which I
shall return latter. It was only when the so called bureaucratic
capitalists led by Suharto were in firm control of the state organs
th.at they commanded discretionary liberalisations and co-operation’

- with domestic as well as foreign capitalists who were in desperate
need of state protection.

There was no basis left for broad fronts against blocked

develqpment in Indonesia. Suharto’s "new order" proved capable of
renewing the capitalism which had been held back. And most private
capitalists—even the dissidents—became increasingly dependent upon
state support.

. In India, state authoritarianism had no direct connections with
big-bourgeois interests of enforcing or defending capitalism from
above, but rather with competing political and administrative
factions.

- The popular and mainly non-left _opposition against Mrs
Gandhi’s state authoritarianism was on the offensive for some years
but no forceful liberal bourgeois alternative appeared. Rather, it was
the state based rulers who came back and proved somewha; more
capable of regulating the fragmented society and foster slow but
stablcla capitalist development.

. RaJ:iv -Gandhi’s deregulations are not only state-led and
discretionary but partly opposed by, among others, big capitalists
who are afraid of losing protection.

It is thus quite obvious that we need to explain the basis of
power, stability and developmental capacity-of state authoritarianism
in Indgnesia as well as in Indja in some other way than by referring
to the interests of imperialists or big capitalists and landlords.

PKI’s "bureaucratic capitalists" had neither private economic
property worth mentioning nor a tight basis among imperialists. But
the state possessed a whole range of resources, such as financial
resources including oil revenues, various inputs, control of trade
ma.rkets, infrastructure, labour and a number of basic business ﬁrms’
which are necessary to get the economy in general, as well as,
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individual companies, off the ground. However, the state was no
powerful rational actor disposed towards social engineering. Most of
the decisive resources were controlled by various officers,
bureaucrats et al. It is here that we have to look for the real basis of
the Indonesian rulers, their stability and developmental capacity.

Many officers and bureaucrats became increasingly business
oriented once they possessed their own bases of power. Their
co-operation with private and foreign capital became more intimate.
Privately controlled, but not owned, state rc;Sources became tied up,
or invested, in individual business conglomerates without any
massive traditional privatisation.

Shall we look for similar root-causes of Indian state
authoritarianism? Obviously it had and has more to do with a
centralised and individualised administrative and technocratic
absolutism, supplemented with populistic rhetoric and political
manipulation, than with either one-party or big-bourgeois-landlord
dictatorship of some kind. As in Indonesia, the Indian state also
possesses a lot of decisive economic resources which most private
businessmen cannot do without. However, there seems to be less
personal control over state resources in India than in Indonesia,
especially at the central level. An additional constraint is that
"business minded" Indian politicians and bureaucrats lack substantial
oil resources, do not come from the armed forces, and seldom
become visible sleeping partners in individual companies.”’ The
Indian basis of state authoritarianism may thus be similar to the
Indonesian but it is less powerful and solid.
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Part IIL:
Problems of Analysis

Beyond Standard
Marxism on étate and Class

The evaluations of political marssm in Part II make it possible to
identify decisive tendencies in the actual development of the
societies, which were difficult to take into consideration by the use of
predominant marsism.

In Part III T will take these unforeseen developments as a point

.of departure. I begin by summarising them in relation to three broad

scientific discourses: (a) Interests of class and the tramsition to
capitalism; (b) The role and basis of the state; (c) Preconditions for
-democracy. Q

The aim -is to discuss if other theories can help us to further
develop the analytical tools. Finally I will add my own contributions
and conclusions.

The empirical foundation for most of the arguments put forward
in this part was laid in Part IT when I juxtaposed political theses and
strategies with results and actual development and which will only be
hinted at here, not repeated.

This design of Part III implies, first, that I will even more than in
Part II concentrate only on specific parts of Marxist theory and
analysis which are problematic. My own attempts at solving some of
the problems are, consequently, restricted to these "narrow" issues.
The control over certain important conditions of production and
secondary relations of exploitation, for example, have been
neglected, and I try to show how we can come to terms with it. But
this does not mean that forthcoming Marxist analyses should only
concentrate on what have previously been neglected — only that this
should be added and included when we try to carry out new and bet-
ter studies. I try to develop supplementary theoretical elements, not
comprehensive grand theories.

|

Interests of Class and the Transition to Capitalism g

Secondly, I purpose certain ways of developing Marxist theory. I
do_pof maintain that my research in Part II and way of arguing in
Part III support the validity and fruitfulness of these propositions.
But I do not aim at trying to test the propositions in an empirical
framework. That remains to be done. My research indicates, for ex-
ample, that it is fruitful to try to explain much of the decisive powers
of rulers of the state who cannot be directly linked to "civil" classes,
by way of analysing their control over strategic formally public condi-
tions of production and appropriation of monopoly rent. But I have
not extensively applied these theoretical propositions in an exhaus-
tive deductive analysis of actual development in India and Indonesia.
That is another uphill task. '

Finally, T do not-suggest that India and Indonesia do not differ in
very many respects; parliamentary democracy vis a vis some kind of
very authoritarian rule or a strong private bourgeoisie vis a vis a
quite weak private bourgeoisie, for example. However, my results
indicate that the problems of Marxist analysis are quite similar. I do:
suggest that the tendencies which .predominant Marxist theories
could not take into due consideration are of the same type. And 1 do
maintain that the new theoretical perspectives and tools which are
therefore needed are also basically similar. There are huge dif-
ferences between capitalists in Sweden and India, for example. But
both are capitalists and both can, to begin with, be analysed with the
same basic theories about production of surplus value, accumulation
of capital etc. The same holds true for the differences between my

political rent and finance capitalists, for example, in Indonesia and
India. :




‘ Interests of Class and
the Transition to Capitalism

THE PROBLEM

Political marsism in Indonesia and India, was, as we have seen,
based on theories and analyses which identified a national faction of

the capitalist class and viable ex-tenants among the peasantry as -

driving social forces in the struggle against imperialist domination

and remnants of so-called feudalism for a transmon to progresswe

capitalism.
Many politicians with similar perspectives did ﬁght “feudalism”

and imperialism and tried to promote the rise of dynamic capitalism. - -
The colonial economy was undermined. Small and petty producers-

got a new lease of life. Many domestlc traders and producers were
protected against foreign competition and benefited from new state

resources as well as infrastructural investments. Princes, big -

landlords and others lost most of their power. The superior tenants
(with their own sub-tenants) got a chance to become farmers.

However, not all of the domestic tradérs and producers in In-

donesia received support from the politicians, only those who had
the right connections. And many politicians and administrators
developed into middle-men who had more to gain from exploiting
their positions than from turning to outright business. Moreover, the
ex-tenants with potential to go farming were usually just as much
based on local administrative political positions as on land, and had
thus more to gain from making use of these than from investing in
agriculture. :

In India the domestic capitalists were much stronger. Despite
this, many of them did not feel the need to give priority only to the
development of production and trade in order to survive and thereby
run the risk of being eliminated. Political and administrative
support— protected markets, cheap inputs, infrastructure and labour,

g
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financial assistance, low taxes, favourable price and licence policies,
etc.—were often less costly to enforce and made it possible for petty
business to survive. The big houses were able to make huge profits
more out of the centralisation than concentration of capital. Even
though the extenants with potential to go farming were more based
on land than in Indonesia, it was easier and cheaper for them to ar-
range political, administrative and judicial obstruction of further
land-reforms, to mobilise subsidies, get low taxes and to accept
protection of the poor against drastic proletarianisation than to go in
for modernisation of agriculture and rely on free wage labour.

Hence, those who were thought to be interested in developing -

capitalism in Indonesia as well as in India rarely were, desplte
favourable precondmons They found various escape routes via
political and administrative protection.

Later, when the state became even more involved in promoting
development, many politicians and administrators—who had previ-

ously helped private capitalists and ex-tenants to escape the need to

concentrate on competition and investments in' more -efficient
production in order to survive—either cooperated with capitalists
who were assumed to be interested in neo-colonialism or actually
propelled a quite successful growth of capitalism.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES -

These unexpected outcomes relate mainly to the general discussion
about socio-economic preconditions for transition to capitalism in
the third world. Are there other theories than those which informed
the political marxism applied in Indonesia and India that can help us
take the above developments into due consideration and explain

them in a more fruitful way? Let me brleﬂy dlscuss ‘the arguments

whlch m my view, are most 1mp0rtant
Lum’pén states and lumpen capitalists

Anupam Sen has written oné of the most provocative and interesting
studies in which he puts the blame on the state.> Remnants of Asiatic
modés of production frustrated the development of capitalism way
back in‘history, thereby providing an opening for colonial penetra—
tion. In addition to this, Sen argues, the post-colonial state is so
autonomous and preoccupied with enhancing its powers, that it does
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not only expand and try to maximise its revenues but also retards the
development of progressive reforms as well as the development of

progressive classes both of which would pose a threat to its interests. -

A similar—though comparatively less simplified—historical perspec-
tive was applied by Fritjof Tichelman in his comparative study of
Indonesia.’

Boudhayan Chattopadhyay, among others, is equally interested in
the roots of parasitism but, like Paul Baran many years ago, puts the
blame on the capitalists. India has only experienced a commercial
revolution under imperialist hegemony. Capitalist exploitation based

on direct production of surplus value does not dominate but is con- -

. stantly mixed with extraction of absolute rents and profit-on-
\alienation (plus international unequal exchange). Only the working
peasantry have a firm production commitment, but they become vic-
tims of all the others who have a stake in the lumpen type of
development. And the political forces, including the communists,

have to get petty bourgeois votes. Thus, they are incapable of betting

on production and development.

There is much to learn from these approaches, not least the need
for a longer and less ethnocentric historical perspective and for high-
lighting the mixtures of various forms of exploitasion. The main
problem, as I see it, is that the very same "parasites", the state as well
as many of the "lumpen" capitalists, have been active and quite suc-
cessful in enforcing capitalism both in Indonesia and in India during
recent years.

Progressive imperialism and show-case Europe

This, however, hardly implies that it is fruitful to go to the other ex-
treme and to claim that imperialism is actually pioneering capitalist
development.® Bill Warren was right in arguing that imperialism, in-
cluding native "lunipen" capitalists, does not necessarily block
capitalist development. But when and how does it, and when does it
not? :

If, according to this view, the age of imperialism has not led to
any qualitative difference between centre and periphery, the ques-
tion of how and when capitalism might develop can, some say, be
approached with similar theories as when we address the transition
to capitalism in the periphery of Europe.’
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But even though capitalist development is not impossible, im-
perialism did and does condition most developments in the third
world to such an extent that it would be misleading not to make at
least some kind of distinction between the centre, semi-periphery,
and periphery and between preconditions for the early development
of capitalism during the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries and the later
third world transition in the mid-20th century.’

Having said this, there is certainly much to be learnt from the
transition-debates in Europe. Even Lenin, who argued so strongly
that imperialism held back development in the East, made analytical
use of Marx’ second path to capitalism and conceded that landlords
and merchants, rather than the actual producers, could get
capitalism started with the use of the state.®

1 shall return to the role of the state in the next section. However,
once we bring the state in, we must also consider decisive differences
between regions and centuries that have more to do with historical
specificities of state, politics, and other extra-economic factors in
periods of transition than with more or less universal and rather
abstract "laws" of already established capitalist systems.

Unfree capitalists

A recent very popular point of departure with the IMF and various
development banks’ is to single out some general prerequisites for
dynamic capitalism—competition, free markets, etc—and to argue
that the problem is that a lot of politicians, administrators and others
frustrate those necessary preconditions when trying to find shortcuts
to progress by making use of state planning, regulation etc. Most
sorts of "socialism" have, they say, proved unfruitful. The general
solution is, of course, liberalisation, privatisation, and so on.

However, most of the rapid developments that have taken place,
with Hong Kong as the main exception, have, no doubt, been state-
led. Even most of the ongoing privatisations, both in India and In-
donesia, are state-led. Moreover, previous liberalisations in India
have not resulted in rapid growth." This is not to say that state inter-
ventions never frustrate development. The real problem, however, is
two-fold. First, to explain when state guidance is fruitful and when it
is not. Secondly, there is a need for more than"just freedom for
private capitalists to do what they find most profitable. That may
very well be to export capital or speculate, for example.
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Bad management

The main problem identified by those who recognise the importance
of state interventions is, instead, what the state does. That is, the
usually arbitrary nature of the state, lack of clear rules and rational
and powerful state planning and management. This was, for ex-
ample, the essence of Gunnar Myrdal’s message and it is still
elaborated upon by many others, Marxist as well as IMF—and World
Bank experts.! They stress nepotism, corruption, neo-
patrimonialism, etc. Of course these exist. We would not have a
development problem if there was a socio-economic structure which
enabled the state to-function according to rules and which was
manned by well disciplined.and educated civil servants whose plans
were implemented. Thus, a whole lot of things are lacking, but why?
And why is it that capitalism has expanded in Indonesia despite the
fact that more or less corrupt officers, bureaucrats and their business
friends have been much more influential than the rational tech-
nocrats? Perhaps the solid state is not even a necessary, not to talk
about sufficient, precondition of capitalist development?

Interests of reproduction

Let me return to the transition debates in Europe and partly Latin
America—not in search of the previously discussed empirical
generalisations but rather principal theoretical and methodological
experiences.

Laclau and Brenner, in their critique of A.G. Frank and others,
cffectively demonstrated that markets were not the decisive precon-
dition for capitalist growth. They existed long before capitalist
growth began to gain momentum. Social relations of production
were more important. In the same way Brenner showed, with regard
to Europe,” that there were markets not only in those European
countries which first turned to capitalism but also in others. Thus
that something clse seems to be decisive—the social balance of
powers, class struggles.

Howeyer, these results do not actually support the problematic
political Marxist interpretation under review, about class interests.
Capitalists with assumed universal interests seem to be just like
markets—always present in the transition to dynamic capitalism but
also in other cases. Even Eastern European junkers used markets,
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while capitalists in India, for, example, found ways of escaping the
need for expansion by using extra-economic powers. Consequently,
what makes a capitalist interested in developing capitalism is hardly
that he is a capitalist (employing and exploiting labour, producing
for the market, making profits, etc.) but rather that he is forced by
others—other capitalists, the workers, the state, etc.—to sustain his
powers to appropriate surplus in a capitalist way by investing in
more efficient production.

In a recert article Brenner has elaborated on this type of interest
to reproduce one’s position in relation to the means of production
and/or the economic product.* Such interests are conditioned by the
structure and balance of power. And it is only when somebody is
forced to change his way of reproducing his position that he may
turn progressive and even revolutionary. .

If we apply this perspective to my material, it becomes quite un-
derstandable that both ex-tenants who had the chance to become
farmers and many capitalists often avoided developmental capitalist
solutions. They could reproduce their positions without drastically
altering any structures or systems. However, many politicians and
administrators had to change théir modes of reproducing themselves
from just plundering the state into mobilising a lot of revenues and
appropriating as much as possible for themselves. Some of them had
to promote the development of capitalism.

This reproduction-approach is much wider than the common
class-concepts which draw on relations within the labour process as
such.”” It is possible, therefore, to take not only traditional economic
factors but also the frequent use of extra-economic power over
labour and also other prerequisites for trade and production—
whether they are privately owned or not—into due consideration and
to further conceptualise these phenomena. Also, it should be pos-
sible to bring into the analysis those people who reproduce their
positions but are not linked to precesses of production in any clear
cut way such as many state employees and.the so-called mar-
ginalised.

Finally, there is a need to go beyond Brenner’s approach on cer-
tain points. The frequent use of extra-economic power implies that
we must find better conceptual tools to analyse the way in which the
state arranges, manages and effects the framework which enables
people to reproduce themselves. It might, for example, be fruitful to
draw on some of the ideas and concepts generated within the French
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regulation school though not necessarily its empirical generalisations

such as those on Fordism.'® This brings us to the wider and even

more important problem of the role of the state which is the topic of
_the next chapter.
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The Role and Basis of the State
in the Transition te Capitalism

THE PROBLEM

Generally speaking, conventional Marxist theory propounds two
paths to capitalist development.”” The first is the ideal and traditional
road characterised by the liberation of viable actual producers from
feudal lords, whereafter some advance and turn into capitalist with a
minimum of state support. The second, and shall we say more Ger-
man, path, emerges when the real producers are not liberated from
feudalism and when a threatening capitalism has already developed
in some other countries. Thus, capitalism emerges among the al-
ready powerful groups, landlords, big trader; etc., who need a lot of
support from a quite solid and rational state which acts as a collec-
tive capitalist to enforce capitalism upon the not yet liberated
masses. The two paths are simplified below:

ROLE OF THE STATE
non soild
interventionism interventionism
liberated (1) The idealised
MAIN BASIS producers path from
OF below
THE STATE
landlords . (2) The Prussian
&traders path from above

There is room for neither the Indonesian nor the Indian state-led
developments in this table. These states are interventionist but they
do not act in a unified and rational way; they are infact extremely
discretionary and even arbitrary. The most common label would be
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"neopatrimonial states"; patrimonial but within a formally modern
Webrian bureaucratic framework. We .are thus far from the collec-
tive capitalist or Bismarckian interventionism.'®

Even worse, as we have seen, the decisive capitalists in Indonesia
are neither liberated producers nor old powerful monopolists but
mainly a new brand who have emerged from within state organisa-

tions and co-operate with private businessmen, domestic as well as

foreign.

Comparatively old-fashioned monopolists, and sometimes also
liberated producers, are much more important in India. Neverthe-
less, as we know, they do not shape the state and its important inter-
ventions but rather rely on co-operation with politicians and
bureaucrats who are not only servants but also possess substantial
resources.

It is difficult to take these indications of decisive developments
into due consideration and explain them within the standard
Marxism that informed the communists in Indonesia and India. We
therefore have an additional category and the prospect of a third
path of capitalist development.

ROLE OF THE STATE

non solid discresionary
interventionism interventionism  and arbitrary
: interventionism
MAIN BASIS liberated 1) The idealised
OF THE producers path from
STATE below
landlords (2) The Prussain
& traders path from above
capitalists 37?
emerging
from within
the states in
co-operation
with private
capitalists
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

The unexpected and unexplained third path to capitalist develop-
ment should, of course, be related to the general discussion on the
role and the basis of the state In the transition to capitalism. We

L T——
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might even find other theories than those which informed the
political marsism applied in Indonesia and India which can help us
develop better explanations. Let me discuss the arguments I find
most important.'’

Dependent, independent, and weak capitalist states

It should be obvious from my previous analyses that the role and
character of the state in the Indonesian and Indian transition to
capitalist development are hard to explain within the framework of
the dependency theory. The power of the states is not based mainly
on foreign capital and compradors. The ruling segments, whoever
they may be, usually have quite solid socio-economic and political
foundation upon which they can build when they cooperate with for-
eign capitalists and their agents.

For the same reason it is not fruitful to use the common concepts
of bureaucratic capitalists.”® It is then stressed that the ruling groups
draw a lot on support from, and positions within, the state ap-
paratuses. But we are still left with the idea that they rely mainly on
imperialists and their private property.

However, neither is it useful to apply notions such as the national
bourgeoisie. First, even if we were able to solve the various problems
of definition (it is hardly a question about nationality, but is it a
"nationalist" political position that matters.or to what extent the
capitalist is dependent on international markets and capital?) we still
have to face a situation where national and international capital and
capitalists are more and more interwoven. Second, all the common
notions of a bourgeoisie start from private ownership and, based on
private power, additional influence upon the organs of the state. But
we have seen that many powerful groups in Indonesia and India start
also with control over formally public assets.

The dependency paradigm also stresses state in which there is
permanent emergency. The state has to be very authoritarian, repre-
ssive, etc., in order to reproduce dependent capitalist relations.
However, it is quite obvious that the Indonesian as well as the Indian
states rarely have to rely on bayonets. Their cultural, social and
political roots are old and comparatively stable; there is'no urgent
crisis of legitimacy.
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Neither is it possible to advance by arguing that the state can play
an independent role because capltahsm and some kind of capitalists
are not powerful enough to dominate.® Private capitalists are
comparatively strong in India. And especially in Indonesia, most of
the capitalists have emerged from within the state apparatuses by
controlling public assets.

As I see it, there are, to begin with, two very different attempts to
solve the problems of taking the enhanced powers of the domestic
ruling groups into due consideration and to recognise that capitalism
and capltahsts often emerge because of the state.

First, it is possible to recall the pre-colonial past in Asiatic states
with strong elements of central administration and non-private
ownership, etc. This perspective can definitely be helpful when we
want to understand the social, cultural and political stability of the
states. It also offers an interesting historical background to the con-
temporary emergence of ruling groups from within the organs of the
state. However, the extensive co-operation between state and private
capitalists, domestic as well as foreign, and the penetration- -of state
organs by individuals and groups from within as well as from outside
is difficult to integrate and to consider.

Second, penetration of the state apparatuses, at least from out-
side by private capitalists who co-operate with bureaucrats, is
stressed by scholars who want to reconsider the role and character of
the state under the actual growth of third world capitalism.” It is no
longer fruitful to start off from the basic contradictions between na-
tional and foreign bourgeoisies. Capitalists of all sorts unite in
various ventures which then compete for profit-with or without state
support. However, due to the penetration of the state by strong
private capitalists, the legitimacy of the state organs is undermined.
Civil servants and politicians are often unable to uphold bourgeois
hegemony, or even to mediate between various competing groups
and to domesticate wage labour, w1thout calling for the police or as-
sitance from the army.

This kind of approach, however, is hardly fruitful when we
.analyse the state in societies such as India and Indonesia. They are
not independent Asiatic dragons, but their strength, relative

autonomy and stability, as well as the emergence of new ruling -

capitalists also from within their own organs are conspicuous.
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Relative autonomous states

The obvious relative autonomy of the state in Indonesia and India is
not due to a separation between economic and political levels based
on development - of such advanced forms of capitalism (relative
production of surplus value) that, in principle, the capitalists are no
longer dependent upon constant and extensive extra-economic inter-
ventions but can "allow" the state, the politicians and the bureaucrats
and others certain freedom.” On the contrary, it should be clear
from my previous analyses that state interventions in support of
capitalist development were and are decisive. Most capitalists
depend upon state protection and support.

Monopolisation in both countries has mainly taken the form of

" centralisation ratheT than concentration of capital in a process of ex-
“tensive competmon through the development of the forces of

production.”

In India this started under the auspices of the colonial state and
mainly took the form of managmg agency-systems.” Centralisation
of capital through managing agencies was also adopted by big Indian
business in order to survive imperialist dominance.*’ After independ-
ence, state support and protection were further developed. After the
abolition of managing agencies, the powerful business families have
mainly relied on vertical integration and centralisation of capital.®

In Indonesia it is especially interesting to study the emergence of
the new business houses particularly from the 1960s onwards.
Generally speaking, these have grown out of official or unofficial
state ‘protection and support, and sometimes monopoly concessions,
to certain business groups with the right connections inside the or-
gans of the state. This centralisation of capital then made possible
protected rapid development of productive forces, in at least certain
sectors and cases, but it also generated further centralisation of
ownership and control leading to the formation of business
empires.”

If the relative autonomy of the state in societies like India and
Indonesia is not due to the development of advanced capitalism it
might be fruitful to recall analyses of primitive accumulation of capi-
tal and the creation of nation states, etc. In other words the emer-
gence of absolutist states in Europe after the transition from
feudalism to capitalism.

The autonomy of the absolutist states from the direct interests of
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the dominating classes is often explained by a balance of power be-
tween the feudal lords and the rising bourgeoisie. Of course it is not
that easy. For example, they often had common interests against
independent peasants and other petty producers. The development
of a rational-legal bureaucracy is often related to the breakdown of
the feudal unity between politics and economy.” There are also im-
portant dxffercnces between West and East Europe. Perry
Anderson® maintains that the absolutist states coincided with the
disappearance of serfdom (but not feudalism in- general) and
reflected the need for new ways and instruments to uphold
feudalism. This, however, actually paved the way for capitalism. In
parts of Eastern Europe, where the aristocracy did not face a com-
paratively strong rising bourgeoisie and had firm roots in the military
apparatuses, a sort of state-led and militarised - late . feudalism
.developed which later became capitalism from above. In Western

Europe, on the other hand, these tendencies were moderated by the.

urban bourgeoisie and later capitalism developed from below rather
than from above.

However, -there can be no distinct historical parallels. Indonesia
and India do not have a similar inheritance of classical antiquity and
feudalism. Their Asiatic form includes among other things, less
private ownership, locally autonomous rulers but stronger central

- powers, and some hundred years of colonial absolutism. Perry An-
derson stresses this: "The Absolute monarchies of the early modern
period were a strict European phenomenon . . . it was just at this
point that Japanese evolution stopped: Far Eastern feudalism never
passed over into’ Absolutism. . ... One basic characteristic . . . divided
the Absolute monarchies of Europe from all the myriad other types

of despotic, arbitrary or tyrannical rule, incarnated or controlled by a

personal sovereign, which prevailed elsewhere in the world. The in-
crease in the political sway of the royal state was accompanied, not

by a decrease in the economic security of noble landownership, but -

by a corresponding increase in the general rights of private
property."

Later  forms of - absolutism were  more related to the

breakthrough of capltahsm and characterised by such a balance of

-..power between the warring classes that-the state acquired a degree
of independence, of both. According to Marx, Bonapartism "was the .

only form of government possible at a time when the bourgeoisie
had already lost, and the working class had not yet acquired; the
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faculty of ruling the nation",* And, according to Engels, the rule of
Bismarck in Germany was characterised by ihe fact that "capitalists
and workers are balanced against each other and equally cheated for
the benefit of the impoverished Prussian cabbage junkers."

There are interesting parallels, which I will address in the next
report between the attempts at developing capitalism within a basi-
cally unreformed agrarian structure in Germany and India.®* But if
we concentrate on the state, I fail to identify either junkers or Bis-
marckian state apparatuses in Indonesia and India despite some
would-be Bismarckian leaders like Suharto and Mrs. Gandhi and
son. Perhaps one can talk about "kulaks" as a result of the so-called
green revolutions but these.are far from the old big junkers with
huge amounts of labourers. In India they have usually turned against
the would-be Bismarcks. . Moreover, the legal-rational .and tech-
nocratic German bureaucracies and state interventions are far from
the soft Indonesian and Indian state apparatuses.

Bonapartism is often used as an ideal type of state aitonomy- fos-
tered by a stalemate between classes in any type of society.®®
However, I fully agree with Poulantzas (and Gramsci when he dis-
cussed "caesarism") that such a broad definition is unfruitful.*’ In my
view, Bonaparti§m is basically a historically specific theory about an

“authoritarian fegime which comes about due to a certain degree of

state independence from the two basic ciasses under emerging
capitalism, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Neither of them s
strong enough to uphold its hegemony but each is able to reproduce
itself without full use and control over the extra-economic powers.
This, of course, implies that the concept is alien to the Indian and
Indonesian societies under review where the proletariat is not a -
decisive threat and the capitalists are in desperate need of state
protection. In both countries there were periods of balance between
various more-or-less dominating socio-economic factions and politi- -
cal groups which made possible some autonomy of the state and
authoritarian regimes. However, having said this we still have to ex- -
plain under what conditions such factions and groups have emerged,
their role and character.:

Hamza Alavi attempted at such an explanatlon in his ploneermg
article on the ' post-colonial state*® His state was relatively
autonomous because of, first, its "overdeveloped" character. Ad-
vanced and extensive executive colonial state apparatuses were in-
herited from colonialism. They reflected, generally speaking, the in-
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terests of dominating classes in developed Britain rather than in un-
derdeveloped India. Thus, the post-colonial state was
"overdeveloped” in the Indian context and provided politicians and
bureaucrats with an impressive apparatus. Second, despite capitalist
predominance on a world scale, Alavi strongly emphasised the com-
plex class structure in societies such as India and the fact that no
~ particular class was hegemonic. Thus, the state, the politicians, and
bureaucrats had extensive space for manoeuvring within the huge
inherited state apparatus.

However, Alavi’s way of explaining the role and character of the
often authoritarian post-colonial state has more to do with what he
does not say than with what he stresses. It follows from my previous
analyses that in India and Indonesia the state has space for
manoeuvring beyond the interests of dominating classes based on
private ownership, and within this it can mediate, regulate and even
introduce some policies benefiting the weak. But the state can and
does lead and enforce development of capitalism in such a way, and
to such an extent, that it has to possess extensive powers of its own.
In other words, the importance and powers of the state can only par-
tially be explained by the fact that no classes are able to dictate to
the state from outside. The question then is, from where do the
politicians and bureaucrats derive their extraordinary powers?

One answer would be that the state actually possesses some
power in itself. All powers are not directly rooted in production, as
many Marxists would have it. Another approach is to argue that if
some groups and persons within the organs of the state are very
decisive, they might have some hidden powers rooted in production
which we should disclose. These schools of thought are not mutually
exClusive and I will now proceed by discussing each of them.

States with powers of their own

To what extent does the state itself matter? Writing about the
Bonapartist state, Marx mentioned.its "immense bureaucratic and
military organisation . . . broadly based state machinery and an army
of half a million officials alongside the actual army" and hinted at in-
terests and purposes of their own” Recently Theda Skocpol has
returned to the same. track suggesting that we should "bring the state
back in". She argues that "directly or indirectly, the structures and ac-

tivities of states profoundly condition. . . class capacities".”
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Parallel to renewed interest in the importance of administrative
and coercive state organisations, Otto Hintze’s theses about the state

* as conditioned not only by domestic socio-economic and political or-

ders but also international competition between various states have
been recalled frequently.” Further, theorists like Claus Offe have
stressed an institutionalised self-interest of the state. In order to sur-
vive it has to sustain accumulation.” Also, in trying to understand the
much neglected importance of the state in the development of both
Eastern and Western Europe, Jan Otto Andersson has talked about
a logic of the state separate from, but partly similar to, the logic of

capital—that is, its need to promote accumulation, to get more

revenue and expand.”

If one applies similar perspective in order to understand the
powerful so-called developmental states in East and Southeast Asia,
it is possible to conclude that the important and decisive state inter-
ventions do not reflect specific interests of any powerful group but
rather their weakness. The state is autonomous. But if it faces
domestic and international opposition, pressure and thieats o
various kinds, the political elite is forced to modernise or die. Such
pressures have been present in many East and Southeast Asian
countries -and hence the emergence. of ‘strong and developmental
states. In other words, it is not sufficient to argue with
Gerschenkron,* that the more backward a country .is the more
decisive will state interventions have to be if the countries are to

~ develop within the framework of a world system with many already

established economic powers. It is only when the "right” combination
of internal and external pressure upon the state is present that the
elite will abandon parasitism and repression to uphold their powers
and, instead, work out and implement an effective development
strategy."5

No doubt, this makes a lot of sense but we must pay attention to

“the decisive role of the owners and workers despite the fact that the

more a company develops, for example, the more important will the
executive powers of the experts and managers be. The servants still
have a master—as long as the servants do not also constitute the
rulers (not necessarily in a socialist framework), which is not argued
by the scholars mentioned but which I shall return to shortly. Unfor-
tunately scholars like Skocpol abandon the socio-economic basis of

state power with summarising formulations such as "nevertheless, -

the administrative and coercive organisations are the basis -of state
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power". ‘o

It is also important to note that political elites, which are guite
independent of specific class interests, are likely to use the state ap-
paratuses for development purposes only if they have to in order to
survive. But pure pressure and political will are hardly enough. Just
like a capitalist who has to make further investments in order to sur-
vive, the leaders of the state are in desperate need of resources, capi-
tal, know-how, raw-materials etc., and effective demand. Moreover,
the internal as well as external pressures upon the state may be so
complicated and contradictory that it is not possible to implement
effective development policies as in the case of India.

Thus, when the state is relatively autonomous, because the class
structure (and international structure of power) is very complicated,
we should pay extra attention to the complex pressures that condi-
son the possibilities for the state to carry out different policies
rather than believing that the so-called political elite can do
whatever it wants to just because nobody else is powerful enough to
rule over it.

Lastly, and perhaps most important of all, in many of the
analyses within the school of thought under review, the state appears
‘as a unified actor, which is far from what my previous analyses indi-
cate. To begin with, we rarely have coherent, rational, legal, and effi-
cient state apparatuses and bureaucrats. Moreover, politicians, ad-
ministrators, officers and others are far from unified and far from
having reasonably permanent interests in common. The organs of
the state are penetrated and exploited for various personal and col-

“Tective interests, both outside and within the state.

Neo-patrimonial states

How, then, can one approach the structures and activities of deeply
penetrated, fragmented and soft third world states such as India and
Indonesia? In my view, non-Marxist Webrian analyses of third world
states as neo-patrimonial are able to identify important features. Or-
ganisation and legitimacy are not, as in the ideal modern state,
rooted in rational-legal authority with firm distinctions between in-
dividuals’ private and public roles. Thus, the enormous powers of the
state cannot be exercised in an efficient and legitimate way.
However, neither are the states patrimonial, where authority is
ascribed not to an office holder but to a person who, in contrast to a
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charismatic leader, is firmly based in the social and political order.
Most third world states are not feudal. They are instead neo-
patrimonial, a form of organisation in which patrimonial relation-
ships pervade organs of the state which are formally built upon
rational-legal lines.”” In the same tradition, Gunnar Myrdal, who
focused on the inability of the state to implement plans in a Bis-
marckian universal and efficient way, talked about the soft state.
(Which, of course, did not exclude arbitrary non-universal hard rep-
ression, for example.)

Neo-patrimonial states are mainly characterised by corruption— -
office holders illegally use their positions for private ends—and by
relationships between superiors and inferiors (popular support and

‘participation) where patrons provide security for clients in Teturn for

support. Such clientelism is not based on class organisation and
solidarity despite the fact that classes are economically present.

This makes a lot of sense on a descriptive level but the explana-
tions are problematic. First, as usual with ideal types, we run the risk
of neglecting different socio-economic and political conditions in
various societies. For example, clientelism in the US may have ‘a

_ qualitatively different basis than in Indonesia or India.

Second, the explanations usually hinted at stress revivalism of the
pre-colonial past. A formally rational-legal state was created out of
the colonial apparatuses in the process of independence. However,
the state organs were soon pervaded by pre-colonial traditions, so-
cial loyalties, ideologies, etc., which are used by the new politital and
economic elites. Caste loyalties, for example, are used in orderta
mobilise votes within the framework of a modern party system.
Thus, even if many scholars within this school of thought also pomt
out that foreign governments (including aid agencies) and companies
often stimulate the use of "traditional" corruption and clientelism in
order to wield influence, get contracts, etc., this leads to ethnocentric
and imperialist ideas. There is a need to do away with the very pre-
requisite for neo-patrimonialism—the pre-colonial hang over: This
can be done through fully modernising and civilising by means of the.
development of capitalism as the Western European rational-legal
states were built. And, meanwhile, whenever possible, take-over, or’
at least bypass, local administration and management "in order to
get something done".*®

Finally, the neo-patrimonial state approach does provide us with
a fruitful understanding of what actually goes on within many more-
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or-less autonomous state organs in the third world. The state is no
unified acter. It is penetrated and abused for private ends and
various patrons mobilise popular support from their- clients.
However, even if we accept that this is made possible by remnants
from the past, used by domestic as well as foreign’ elites, we still
need to answer questions about why and how various corrupted
patrons are sometimes able to utilise and reproduce these remnants

. to their own benefit. What are their different bases? Do they draw

mainly on support from outside the state or do they rely on control
of the executive apparatuses? What is the basis for the corruption

they have developed? How do they uphold patron-client relations? Is

clientelism really mainly due to traditionally rooted false conscious-
ness about real oppression and exploitation?

"Class and factions within the state

Who are the corrupted state leaders and professionals and what is
the specific basis of their power? Discussing differences between the
colonial and post-colonial state in Indonesia, Ruth McVey has noted
that today’s top bureaucrats and generals are no longer only servants
but also rulers.® Karl D. Jackson has fruitfully departed from simple
notions about military rule and stressed the importance of the
bureaucratic polity. Even though we should neither forget that of-
ficers, in or out of uniform, dominate most state apparatuses, nor
that they function within a bureaucratic framework and do not only
rely on weapons, these approaches lack firm analyses of the
economic bases and importance of the state. Other scholars have
tried instead to apply the concept of bureaucratic authoritarian
regimes, developed mainly within a Latin American context but with
some relevance in Indonesia.™

The bureaucratic authoritarian state is a product of economic
crisis, under which there is a need for foreign assistance and political
stability. An alliance emerges between the state, the local big bour-
geoisie, and international capital; and dependent capitalist develop-
ment may take place.” Oligarchal corporatism is stressed rather
than neo-patrimonial patrons or bureaucratic/military institutions.
This is, in my view, the main benefit of the model from the point of
view of India and Indonesia,” even if I still think that leading patrons
within the organisations are decisive. However, as Arief Budiman
recently maintained, the main problem with the bureaucratic-
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authoritarian school of thought is that in Southeast Asia, and I would
add India, the state is much more powerful than in most of the Latin
American cases.” His quotation from Evans is well taken: "In Brazil
and Mexico the state is a critical actor in the triple alliance, but most
analysts would agree that the interests of private -capital
predominate. While East Asian NICs clearly‘cater to the interests of
capital, most analysts of the East Asian triple alliance argue that the
state plays a dominant rather a complementary role".®

If the state is dominant it might be worthwhile considering "the
state as plur.der capitalism", which is what Mahmood Mamdani has
suggested from his African studies and analyses of Uganda’s political
economy in particular. "A political position or.state connection is a -
necessary |precondition for membership in the African
bourgeoisie . . . . A political position . . . is in fact the very foundation
“of wealth."’

This is quite close to my own results on the emergence of the
new Indonesian capitalists from within the organs of the state.
However, they co-operate extensively with both domestic as well as
foreign private capitalists whose importance should not be underes-
timated. Private capitalists in india are even more decisive despite
their dependence upon state protection and support.

Related to this approach is also the idea about a rentier state—in
the sense that huge parts of the revenues come from, for example,
oil, rather than from taxation.”® Influential persons within the state
may then steal these extra state incomes. No doubt this is important.
But we should not mainly concentrate on the sources of state income -
and/or the plundering of state resources. It is obvious that it is not
the origin and original quantity of the resources but rather the mo-
nopolisation of them that is basic—and thereby the possibility to
profit from trading or investing them to capitalists who appropriate
surplus value.

The importance of Dick Robison’s (and Harold Crouch’s, David '
Jenkins’ and Arief Budiman’s . . . ) studies of the development of’
contemperary Indonesian capitalists is to my understanding,
precisely that they disclose the ways in which private and state capi-
tal are integrated. And the recent study by Kunio of "Ersatz
capitalism in South East Asia" is particularly useful for comparative
purposes in the area.” There are, to my knowledge, few if any com-
prehensive studies of this type on India.”

In my view, however the most urgent problem is perhaps not the
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interlinkage between private and state capital but rather if and how
we can conceptualise the emergence and growth of capitalists from
within the organs of the state. Notions such as corruption, plunder-
ing, parasitism, etc., are much too general and do not help us
theorise about their involvement in the economy in general, and in
the appropriation of surplus in particular, along the same lines, as
with private capitalists and their exploitation. And there is definitely
a need to go beyond old ideas about bureaucrats or generals who
also invest their "extra incomes" just like a private capitalist. (Cf.
PKD’s notion of "bureaucrat capitalists"). This simple form of
privatisation is hardly decisive. It is rather still formally state-owned
resources which are invested. I will return to this shortly.

In Robison’s earlier writings there are hints at analysing officers,
bureaucrats and politicians involved in state and private business as a
group of parasitic merchants who make profit on alienation by trad-
ing everything from rice to licences on oligopolistic markets.”
However, this kind of trading, amiong other things, presupposes con-
trol and/or regulation of the decisive resources themselves.® I,
therefore, prefer to start with the concepts of control and rent.

This track, is followed also by Pranab Bardhan, among others,
when he addresses the problems of Indian development.® Bardhan
challenges the neo-liberal argument that there is a desperate need
for deregulation and privatisation to liberate the market forces and
thereby stimulate growth® In his view, the role of the state, and
those who control it, is definitely decisive. Their reproduction and
regulations do hamper economic and social progress. But this in turn
is conditioned by complicated coalitions and compromises between
the main dominant classes.” So far Bardhan is in agreement with
Alavi and his relatively autonomous state, partly as a result of a kind
of stalemate between the main classes.

However, Bardhan goes two decisive steps ahead. First, he pays
attention to Skocpol’s remarks about the importance of administra-
tive and coercive state organisations and argues that the state is
"combining its monopoly of the means for repression with a substan-
tial ownership in the means of production, propelling as well as
regulating the economy"® Hence, the state is not only a relatively
autonomous superstructure above those who privately control the
economic base in the civil society but is also "an important part of
the economic base itself"” Second, Bardhan nct only stresses the
importance of the state as a whole but also introduces its profes-
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sionals (civilians as well as military) as a third dominant propertied
class besides the industrialists and rich farmers.®

The main problem, however, is the way in which he distinguishes
this class of state employees. Bardhan starts off from the so-called
analytical Marsist argument® that not only "physical capital” but also
"human capital, in the form of education, skills and technical exper-
tise" can be the basis of class stratification.”” To this he adds that
there is in India "a tradition of an ‘independent’ civil service, par-

. ticularly in its upper echelons, with social origins that do not have
.much of a direct stake in the fortunes of private capital".” However,
he makes a distinction between the political leadership (or "the state
elite") which takes the decisions and the bureaucracy which in the
process of implementation is able to generate "rental income from
disbursement of permits and favours".” Finally, he sums up by argu-
ing that "it seems the old rentier class in Indian society, deriving its
income from absentee landlordism, has now been replaced by the
new rentier elements in the privileged bureaucracy".”

Bardhan’s wide and relatively unprecise distinctions are open to
criticism. For example, if we identify a class on occupational grounds
(being a bureaucrat), or education, or access to strategic executive
mstruments, or as with John Saul access to surplus appropriated by
the state, there will be huge difficulties in deciding which in-
dividuals should be or not be part of the class. What interests in
common do bureaucrats, for example, have as bureaucrats? And are
those interests really decisive? Also, where shall we place those who
have high education but are not state employees? Further, does it
not happen that the political leaders also demand rents? And what
about bureaucrats in the private sector? Moreover, do all
bureaucrats demand rent? How do we distinguish between, for ex-
ample, top level civil servaats and others? And what shall we do with
all the professionals who also possess shares, real estate, etc.?
Finally, the rather low real incomes of most state civil servants are
hardly indicative of a dominant exploiting class.””

However, some of the problems can be solved if we begin by
making a distinction between the pattern of surplus appropriation,
that is rents and the preconditions—according to Bardhan they are
privileged education, access to public funds and apparatuses, etc.

Ranjit Sau takes a step in this direction by setting aside a com-

| prehensive analysis of the root causes for the rents hinted at by
Bardhan in order to make a more precise conceptualisation of the
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very form of approprlatlon *He utlhses the. Rlcardlan theory of rent
by replacing "land" by "bureaucracy".”
Sau comes close to the rather extreme neo-liberal and public-
choice oriented ideas that people within public sectors are mainly in-
terested in not only positions and wages and theft, but also in

regulatinig the markets in order to make extra money out of their

. privileges. They are, thus, according to the theoretical assumptions,
parasites who hamper economic progress.”® "(T)here is a motley
crowd of white-coliar workers, public bureaucrats, and political
brokers who corner a part of the surplus product of the ecenomy by
devious means. They are essentially rent-seekers, mainly engaged in
what is called directly unproductive profit—seeking activities."” As
we know, this is hardly in tune with my previous results, according to
which at least some of Sau’s rentiers may be decisive for the genera-
tion of capitalist development. Also, Sau stresses only generation of
rents through abuse of complicated regulations (the "licence-quota-
raj") and executive processes. He does not consider rents on real
resources such as finance, inputs, infrastructure, control of labour,
etc., which would not be looked upon as something unnecessary or
even unproductive in the context of a private company. Ard as far as
I can see, Sau is only talking about a kind of differential rent—to pos-

sess a licence, for example, is like having more fruitful land than
your neighbour—but not about monopoly rent on the exclusive con-
trol of state assets and administration, to which I shall return shortly.

Sau arrives at naive prescriptions because he concentrates on ap-
plying the concept of rent and does not pay much attentior to its
basis. Having repeated Bardhan’s general ideas about causes such as
high education, certain occupations, access to executive apparatuses,
etc., he suggests, for example, a government-led "clean surgery" of
the alliance between seme bureaucrats and big capitalists.” In my
view, .this is almost like asking some of the rentiers to commit
suicide.

Rent capitalism and the state

My evaluations of problems of political Marxism in Indonesia and
India indicated that a state-led transition to capitalism, characterised
by discretionary and arbitrary interventionism with a basis among
capitalists emerging from within the state and co-operating with
private capitalists, was still going on and was difficult to describe and
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explain by the standard marxism which informed the communists in
both countries. Having related these indications to the general dis-
course on the role and basis of the state in the transition to
capitalism in order to search for more-appropriate analjtical tools
and theories, it is now time to sum up and discuss still unsolved
problems.

A more fruitful understanding of the state in countries such as
Indonesia and India leads us beyond theories that emphasise mainly
imperialism and non-dominant domestic capitalism. The ruling
groups have their own bases on  which they caa rely in their coopera-
tion with foreign capital, the states are quite stable, and capitalism is
on the offensive both from within and from outside the states. To
analyse the enhanced powers of the state in terms of either a
regeneration of pre-colonial independent Asiatic central powers or a
more forceful penetration by the stronger private capitalist is no
solution. The states are relatively autonomous but the questlon is
why?

The relative autonomy is not due to the emergence of an ad-
vanced capltahsm that, generally speakmg, can do without extra-
economic interventions. Rather, it is the other way around. Strong
roots in Asiatic specificities make it unfruitful to draw on generalisa-
tions from the experience of absolutist European states. The lack of
a dominant contradiction between a bourgeoisiec and a rising
proletariat makes it difficult to use classical studies of Bonapartism
as a point of departure.

The relative autonomy is due not only to the lack of strong civil
classes but also to an increase in the powers of the states. These
state powers are not based mainly on the immense administrative
and coercive state apparatuses. Rather, the states have become
decisive parts of the economic basis, in addition to being an arena
with institutions for the mutual benefit of the dominating civil
classes. Also, the states are no unified actors; their organs are
penetrated both from within and without by various groups and in-
dividuals for their private ends. We have quite substantial knowledge
about the background of the groups that penetrate the state from
without. We need to know more about the bases of those who arise
within the state itself. Only then can we hope to understand their fre- -
quent corruption, patron-client relations, and corporatist forms of
co-operation with important civil groups. If it is true that the state is
"an important part of the ecenomic base itself" it is, essential that we
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proceed by adding the materialist foundations.

" The recent writings of Manoranjan Mohanty offer an example of
one way of conceptualising the material basis.* Mohanty starts from
the idea of several co-existing modes of production as a framework
for analysing the "duality of state process in the complex social for-
mation in India"** He says: "This duality is the manifestation of the
dynamic contradictions in the Indian social process and the political
economy which the leadership of the state seeks to orient towards
maintaining its power through a process of capitalist development
while sustaining several forms of pre-capitalist relations. The duality
also presents opportunities for the challengers to the existing system
to struggle for transformation of this order."®

Leaving aside my scepticism of the fruitfulness of mode-of-
production approach except in analyses of very long term generai
trends, I still sympathise with Mohanty’s attempts at holding on to a
holistic perspective and emphasise the complexity of the task.
However, I doubt that it is possible to do this and concentrate on
finding the principal ways in which the complex structures are held
together and reproduced. For example, Mohanty is able to show how
pre-capitalist and capitalist forms of exploitation are combined un-
der state leadership (as one plus one), but has little to say about why
this happens or what new structures and forms of exploitation
emerge in this very process (as one plus one equals three).

In my view we should, therefore, continue by concentrating on
the material causes for why the "perverted" state, and the forces

within it, are able to integrate, regulate, and reproduce complex rela- -

tions of power and expioitation. I am looking for one decisive aspect,
- and do not aim at giving a full explanation of all the complex dimen-

sions. One way of doing this is to conceptualise the roots of the state

powers that cannot be linked to "civil" classes in terms of rents.

To begin with, one may talk about rentier states to indicate that,
for example in Indonesia, huge parts of the state income originate
from rent on oil (plus foreign aid) which makes the state less de-
pendent upon tadng people and on promoting production in order
to increase revenues. Also, it may be easier for influential persons
within the state apparatuses to get privileged access to or simply

" despoil these resources rather than generate income based on taxa-
tion of the people. No doubt this is important. However, it leaves us
with a rather static view. As I have already mentioned, it is hardly
the origin of the resources but rather the monopolisation of them
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and their administration that is basic—and thereby the possibility to
add rents from trading or investing favourable regulations, etc., as
well as real assets to the initial resources. Even if state incomes dry
up (like oil revenues in contemporary Indonesia), there is still the
option for influential persons within the state apparatuses to demand
rent from capitalists appropriating surplus value who need
"favourable" regulations and/or can give something in return for get-

- ting access to the remaining resources. Therefore we will not discuss

here rentier state in terms of its sources of income as well as plun-
dering of the state, but turn to legal or illegal appropriation of rents
by people with capacity to control public administration and
resources.

According to Ranjit Sau, as the reader might remember, it is
mainly through manipuiation of the very processes of administration
inside the organs of the state that it becomes possible to appropriate
rents. We are now talking about politicians and civil and military
state personnel with control of licences, contracts, quotas, etc.*

However, we should not only consider regulation, implementa-
tion, etc., but also basic control over necessary preconditions for
production, trade and other forms of generating surplus. The dif-
ference is similar to the one between ownership of a company and
the management of it. What I have in mind is, for example, the con-
trol of real resources such as finance, inputs, know-how, transport
and infrastructure, access to markets, disciplined and skilled labour,
etc.

~ In an "ideal" capitalist economy, most of these preconditions for
generation of surplus are privately owned and available on an open
market. Capitalists sell and buy and make profit. The state takes
care of what they have in common and mediates. As long as the
capitalists survive on the market, their activities are, according to the
assumptions of most' economic theories, not parasitic. However, in
countries like Indonesia and India very many of these preconditions
for generation of surplus are at least regulated and often also con-
trolied by the state. Now the "rules of the game" are changed. Ac-
cording to extreme bourgeois economists, most costs for public
regulation and control imply parasitic rents—since everything could
(and should) have been taken care of by the market.* Others sug-
gest that we should talk about corruption and parasitism when
politicians and civil and military state personnel do not function as
loyal servants (of at least the dominating-classes) but discriminate
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without any basis in the law and the rules.* I would argue that plun-
dering of the state is usually corruption but that appropriation of
rents less often illegal and parasitic.

‘How shall we conceptualise all this? Besides plundering the state
through self-aggrandising (e.g., bypassing others in the queue that
you administrate) or despoiling of public resources, a reasonable
point of departure should be a distinction between monopoly-rent on
public admmlstratlon and monopoly-rent on public assets.

The first case is close to what Sau calls rent on bureaucracy.”’ He
discusses mainly the differential rent that those who get access to a
licence can make in comparison with others—without improving or
adding something to the trade or production. For example, like the
farmer who happens to have more fertile land than his neighbour.
However, I would rather start from the monopoly on administration.
Rent on favourable regulations, etc., can be appropriated by either
trading the privileges or "investing" them (or ones capacity to deliver
them) in a specific business venture and then getting a share of the
profit. In the latter case Sau’s differential rent may also turn up on
top of the monopoly-rent. The rent may be in cash or in kind. The
appropriation may take place directly or indirectly, for example via
middlemen and relatives. As we all know there are, to make but two
comparisons, perfectly legal ways to avoid taxes or to find acceptable
reasons to employ someone close to us even though other applicants
may be more qualified. If it is legal or not, or called corruptlon or
not, is not important here. And qu;te ofien those need the services
are well placed enough to pay rent in the form of higher wage or ad-
ditional wage-employment.

We can set aside simple occupational criteria such as politicians
or bureaucrats. Despite this I would hesitate to distinguish a class. It
is a distinct form of surplus appropriation. But the foundations of
the monopoly over various parts and levels in state regulation and
implementation that makes rents possible are very diverse and
hardly promote similar interests and ways of reproducing the mo-
nopolistic positions.®* For example, some would turn to fellow
bureaucrats or officers, others to strong civil classes or even foreign
business and government agencies for basic support. I would argue
that this first type of rentiers, which I will call regulative rentiers, are
unusually independent servants and/or representatives of various
classes and factions which in their turn have obvious and direct rela-
tions (in terms of ownership and control) to the means of produc-
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tion.
The second case, on the other hand, has to do with precisely such
more thorough control over, broadly speaking, public means of

‘production—assets and services necessary for generation of surplus.

For example, once we have paid to be considered for irrigation serv-
ices and to be favourably treated by those who order the queue, we
also have to pay rents, often via middlemen, to the particular

- politicians and servants who have monopolised control over the
“water, the dam and the channels. What we face is, thus, an informal

type of privatisation of the public sector within the framework of,
and this is very important, the legitimacy of the state as a whole.
Again, the rents may be appropriated through trade or investment of
the assets, in cash or in kind, directly or indirectly, legally
(sometimes even in the form of wage) or illegally. Consider, for ex-
ample, how certain generals in Indonesia manage to control-and
legitimate control—various state-owned companies, state apparatuses
(and sections within them), monopolising thereby a whole range of
necessary preconditions for trade and production like raw materials
(not least oil and gas), finance, labour, know-how and so on. Hence,
they can demand rent on letting these resources out—just like a
landlord who rents out part of his land—or enters into partnership
with the actual businessmen.

In this case, distinguishing a new class of rentiers is theoretically
unproblematic. We have to consider monopolised control of neces-
sary real assets which happen to be pablic and not available on an °
open market, but which could just as well have been privately owned,
or which could be bought, by anyone. It is difficult but possible to
identify what individuals and groups are_in control of what assets,
and how they are linked to private businessmen and groups.” In the
final analysis it is their control of the conditions of production, not
their positions as bureaucrats or officers or politicians, that matters.

Further, by studying the interrelationship between these rentiers
and private capitalists it is possible to distinguish between at least
two segments of the class: those who "only" appropriate rent by trad:
ing the "product" to anyone who pays, as a banker, and those who in-
vest the assets or monopolised services in specific companies in
return for a share of their profits on trade and/or production, like a
finance capitalist. (Other characteristics, such as high concentration
of capital, that go with the concept of finance capitalism do not
necessarily follow suit!) I will label the first as political rent capitalists
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and the second as political finance capitalists.

While it is common that rents on favourable administration may
distort regulations, etc., that are essential for the promotion of
production (e.g., within the framework of import-substitution
policies), monopoly rents on necessary assets are not more parasitic
than private rents on, for example, real estate or profits on trade.
And we are not talking about plundering the state. Our rentiers, and

especially the financers, must see to it that their clients are doing

reasonably well so that they can continue to pay and.not turn to
other patrons. However, all monopolies may hamper economic and
social progress.

I will shortly return to the dynamics. But the question why the
political rentiers and financers are capitalists should also be touched
upon here. Their appropriation of rents is, in principle, possible to
adapt to many modes of production. Hans Bobek has developed an
extreinely wide notion of rent capitalism which he applies to very
early periods in history.® However, rent-business in itself is not
capitalist; the fact that bureaucrats, for example, might invest their
despoilt goods or remts like "proper" private capitalists is' quite
another thing. However, contemporary appropriation of rent in
countries like India and Indonesia takes place within the framework
of a predominantly capitalist system. Hence, the rentiers and finan-
cers are dependent upon the performance of the trading and .produc-
ing capitalists in order to get the best possible rents. And the traders
and producers are often in need of most of the resources that the
political rentiers and financers can offer.

Important parts of what I have said so far about the roots of the
state powers that cannot be linked to "civil’ classes may be sum-
marised in the following table:

SOURCES
Public Public
administration resources
FORM OF APPROPRIATION

plundering ) T self-aggrandisers despoilers
trading regulative political rent -

rentiers . capitalists
investing and | regulative political finance
sharing profits . rentiers capitalists
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I could not refrain from identifying actors within the boxes, but
would like to stress what people-actually do—since the distinctions do
not imply that specific individuals and groups are engaged in one
sort of "business" only. A particular bureaucrat or officer or
politician (or middleman with access to them) may be partly "clean”,
partly self-aggrandising, partly despoiling, partly appropriating rents
by trading favourable administration, partly engaged in political rent
or even finance capitalism. Likewise, concrete political rent

- capitalists, for example, may also to some extent be regulative ren-

tiers, The rent may be in cash, even in the form of wage, or in kind,
legal or illegal. The state as a whole is, of course, not only an organ
for the rentiers themselves but also for the civil classes and factions.
Finally, the control of the state resources by the rentiers and finan-

cers is not only hidden but integrated with official state authority and

legitimacy. As I said in the beginning of this discussion: I am con-
centrating on the material causes for why the perverted state, and
the forces within it, are able to integrate, regulate, and reproduce
complex relations of power and exploitation. My search is for the
one decisive aspect.

However, let me also consider the role of rents in the frequently
discussed patron-client relations. According to the Webrian approach,
clientelism reflects ways in which dominating persons mobilise and
institutionalise popular support, and in this process also in other
ways use their subordinates in return for patronage. Little has been
said about the basis for this, besides references to the historical
background. Marsists too have not come up with a powerful alterna-

" tive; they usually add that patron-client relations mirror false con-

sciousness among clients for which there may be various reasons.
Classes based on relations of domination and exploitation in the
process of production are present on the economic level but are
rarely formed socially and politically. Instead, organisation is blurred
by old social, political, cultural, and religious structures and patterns.

I do not want to refute the need to go beyond so-called
economistic explanations. But in this case it is actually the material
basis as a point of departure that is missing. I would maintain that
patron-client relations in societies such as India and indonesia are
not mainly superstructural remnants without firm economic bases,.
which could thus be undermined by conscientisation of the clients
over the "real" conflicts of class. Rather, clientelism in countries such
as India and Indonesia—including clientelism as an important ele-
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ment of communalism—may often, in the final analysis, be explained
as a combination of economic and extra-economic forms of ap-
propriating rents. It is parallel to other forms of exploitation and
contradictions of class in the very processes of production and trade.
The rents are not mediated through open markets. Assets and
services for which rents are demanded, in particular, are tightly
linked to individuals. The "commodity" is personalised. Personal
relationships between the stronger and weaker parties are necessary

for appropriation of rents. The weaker part has to turn to specific .

powerful individuals in order to reproduce his position. The stronger
part has to turn to specific individuals who need (and can "pay" for)
what he can offer in order to uphold his power and to be able to ap-
propriate rent. Both parties are eager to sustain their relations as
long as no better patrons or clients appear, or at least till one part
can reproduce his position on his own or through other forms of
" domination and exploitation. ‘ '
These remarks bring me to the dynamics. of, broadly speaking,
nolitical rents. The historical background in Asiatic forms of ab-
solutist states, followed by the colonial state, weak civil classes, ete.,
are quite obvious. However, having set aside the discussion about a
rentier state in terms of its sources of income (which is of course
important for a full discussion about so-called developmental states)
and concentrating instead on appropriation of rent based on monop-
olisation of public administration and resources, I would like to
elaborate a bit on the argument that states promote development
when facing the 'right" combination of domestic and foreign
threats.” If I link my attempt at identifying the decisive forces within
such states with Robert Brenner’s thesis that classes turn progressive
only if they have to radically change systems and structures in order
to reproduce their positions,” I arrive at the following argument: In
order - for states like the Indian and Indomesian to turn
"developmental”, it is the regulative renmtiers, and especially the
political rent and finance capitalists with powers of their own, who
have to face a combination of threats and possibilities in order to
turn progressive though not necessarily revolutionary.

Rent secking patrons cannot exist without clients within trade
and production. But the latter are also in need of the resources that
the political rent and finance capitalists command. Hence, it is
strategically important to study the balance of power between
'various patrons and within different patron-client relations. For ex-
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ample, the client may be able to choose a more favourable patron or
turn more independent. On the other hand, patrons will have to
reproduce their positions by accumulating sources of rent, offer bet-
ter services and/or rely on more "developed" extra-economic powers
(not necessarily in terms of naked force). Consider, for example, the
importance of the huge resources that Indonesian patrons got access
to through the nationalisation of foreign companies in the late 1950s
and early 1960s as well as through oil and gas in the late 1960s and
early 1970s, or the decisive effects of the domestication of peasants
and lahour in the mid 1960s. It is obvious that Indian private busi-
ness clients have a more independent position than their Indonesian
counterparts. On the other hand, the balance of power between the
various dominating classes in India is more even than in Indonesia,
which, as Bardhan and others have maintained, restricts "efficient”
developmentalism.**

At the same time, regulating rentiers may be somewhat
weakened because political rent and ‘especially finance capitalists
hav_e to further develop their clients’ trade and production to sustain
their own appropriation of rents -something which may requie-a
more efficient and less arbitrary administration. Similar changes are
on their way in Indonesia.”® This is one possible way of interpreting
Rajiv Gandhi’s privatisations, deregulations and emphasis upon ef-
ficiency.

Also, as I have already hinted, political rent capitalists may trans-
form themselves into political finance capitalists by associating them-
selves more closely with specific private capitalists and their ven-
tures. Thus, they are no longer only leasing out their assets and serv-
1ces to anyone who can pay (like a banker) but invest their capital —
the assets and services—in certain companies (like a private finance
capitalist) and then share the profits. On the ceniral level this is
more important in Indonesia than in India. The links between
private client capitalists and their companies on the one hand, and
poli.tical rent and finance capitalist generals on the other hand, are
getting stronger and stronger in Indonesia.®®
. If powerful rentiers fail to change, they may be faced with revolu-
tionary threats from, for example, frustrated private client capitalists.
This 1s one way of interpreting the fall of Marcos in the Philippines.

Finally, there is no need to exclude that clients who are weaker
than private capitalists can also find ways and opportunities to be-
come more independent and to overrule their patrons. But unfor-
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tunately, I cannot give any example. Most' radical'or.ganisations do
not give priority to struggles against the appropriation of and ex-
ploitation through rents. And when the issue is at s.take, at least
indirectly—like recently in the farmers’ agitation in In.dla—the \.Nea.ker
groups and radical movements seem to hang on to private capitalists’
or rich farmers’ interests. Howecver, I will continue to exclude
peasants and the rural scene from this book and return to it in the
next report from the project. 4 o

The problem that we started the discussion with in this chapter
was that the state-led transition to capita’’sm in India and Indon-esm
does not fit into the common first and second path to capitalism..
Rather it is charactérised by discretionary and arbitrary inter.vel.l-
tionism which has its basis among capitalists emerging from within
the state and the private capitalists with whom they cooperate.
Having conceptualised the roots of state powers that cannot be
linked to "civil" classes in terms of rents, we can now reformulate the
table at the beginning of the chapter.

The unexpected and unexplained third path to capitalist dev?lop-
ment is characterised by what I would call semi-privatised state inter-

ventionism (interventionism but not solid as a collective capitalist),

" mainly governed by regulative rentiers, and based on political rent and
finance capitalists who co-operate with privaie capitalists. This third
path to capitalisim may, therefore, be called rent capitalist.

ROLE OF THE STATE
; . oy
MAIN BASIS non inter- soid inter- semi-privatise
OF THE STATE ventionism ventionism interventionism
liberated The idealised
producers [path from below
@
landlords and .| The Prussian
traders path from above
: 3) _
political rent <<<<<<k? ’I’h'e rent capi-
and finance- talist path;
capitalists in co- ; . pz§rt!y fxi:)m
“operation with- o i within the
privatc,capitalistg_ - ) s -state
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But what about the other boxes? One can fill most of them with
at least fragments of the transition of capitalism in various countries
and regions. One case is of particular interest. As I have already
shown, there are indications that at least Indonesia is heading slowly
in the direction of more solid interventionism with more disciplined
regulative rentiers. More eificient and less arbitrary administration
seems to be needed in order for political rent and finance capitalists
to promote their clients’ production and trade—and thus their own
appropriation of rents. There are, perhaps, some similarities with the
development of South Korea. :

Finally, please observe that I have "only" addressed some decisive
factors in the transition to capitalism and particularly the problem of
how to explain, within the framework of historical materialism, the
obviously decisive powers of those rulers of the state who cannot be
directly linked to "civil" classes. Thus, 'm not presumptuous enough
to talk about the mode of production or "at least" about the complete
structure or system of contemporary capitalism and state. Nor there-
fore about the form of regime, ideology, development strategies and
many other things of importance. That requires a much wider con-
ceptualisation and complete analysis which still remains to be done.
But the problem was that when such attempts were made with the
standard approaches (and applied- politically) by marxists in In-
donesia and India, they could not take into consideration, among
other things, the transition to capitalism and the roots of powers that
I have now tried to make sense of. —
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Preconditions for Democracy
under the Transition to Capitalism

THE PROBLEM

As we know, the PKI and thé CPI actually contributed to the crisis
of people’s rule in Indonesia and India.”” When the CPI-M Fried to
- fight state authoritarianism, it did not strike at its very basis. The
party was unable to go beyond restoring previous .forms of
demiocracy but was caught by them and by those who utilised them.
The recent attempts at a fresh start in Kerala will be touched upon
later on in this chapter. ) ‘

It is common wisdom to talk about "bourgeois democracy" in In-
dia and till the later 1960s in Indonesia. The well known general as-
sumption is that there should be room for relatively autonomous
politics, as well as democratic ways of ruling at !eas.t common
property, as long as the real holders of power are capitalists. This is
because it is assumed that capitalists are able to reproduce their
private property and appropriation of surplus on their own k.Jy use of
the market and their control of production. In other words, if private
property is excluded from what people have in common,” and thus
from what should be democratically ruled, capitalists who do not
need full control of common properties in order to reproduce them-
selves can survive democracy — and sometimes even fight for certain
forms of democracy in order to get rid of, for example, leaders wko
monopolise politics and hamper free private business.

The problem is that there do not seem to be any clear-cut cor-
relations between the existence of strong and weak capitalists and
more or less democracy. )

‘During the period of parliamentary democracy in Indonesia, t.h.e
capitalists were weak in all respects and very dependent upon politi-
‘cal patronage. Thereafter, when private as well as Polltlcal rent
capitalists grew stronger, they abandoned even quite limited forms of
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people’s rule and enforced a corporatist, consensus-oriented, and
authoritarian rent interventionist state. Most of them enhanced their
powers by monopolising common state resources. The support given
to private capitalists by political rent capitalists made it possible for
‘both groups to expand. Also, the new rulers could thus use the state
to domesticate those people whom they had previously been much
more dependent upon. Hence, they had—and still have—no reason to
open up even for bourgeois political democracy (i.e., democratic
forms of governing what people have in common minus what is

“privately owned), as long as their main basis of power is located
within the organs of the state and common property. Moreover,
neither did privileged private capitalist clients, nor do they, have any
immediate interests of that kind no matter how much they complain.
They are in desperate need of sustained state support and protec-
tion.

In India, on the other hand, the main question is rather why and
how parliamentary democracy has survived. As in Indonesia,
democracy emerged despite the fact that private capitalists could not
do without extensive political support. But were not the Indian
capitalists, generally speaking, much stronger than the private In-
donesian ones? Yes. But when they grew even stronger,
authoritarianism turned into emergency. Was this perhaps because
the further expansion of the.big bourgeoisie reflected a second path
to capitalism "von ober"? In the former section I-have disputed this.
Indian capitalists, not least the big ones, did need state support. But
it is quite clear that they could keep on expanding without either
emergency or decisive structural changes.

From another point of view, might India’s parliamentary
democracy instead be due to a strong genuine bourgeois opposition?
However, as we have also seen, it was hardly the "bourgeois" opposi-
tion that pressed Mrs. Gandhi to stage free elections in 1977, even
though it won and restored a lot of the previous forms of democracy.
The common interest in democracy within the opposition obviously
had more to do with its fear of central state powers, its preference
for democracy as a means to regulate conflicts between various free,
individual and propertied citizens, and its capacity to mobilise votes
from clients than with an ability to reproduce positions and ap-
propriation of surplus without the use of extra-economic means.

There is, of course, no reason to deny that the existence of
stronger and more independent private capitalists in India than in
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Indonesia is a fundamental precondition for some sort of political
democracy. However, the survival of parliamentary democracy in
India seems to have less to do with the ability of the private
capitalists to reproduce their business without extra-economic
means, than with their interest in regulating conflicts and their de-
pendency upon others’ capacity to mobilise votes and acceptance.
Particularly upon politicians and many civil servanis who can uphold
and strengthen their own positions within the framework of rela-
tively free elections, etc. Also, quite a few Indian politicians and
public servants tried in vain to rely exclusively in comparison with
Indonesia upon their far less absolute regulative and real powers
within the state organs during the emergency but had to return to
vote-catching, mediation, regulation and "petty" rent capitalism.

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

Obviously, these patterns of development cannot be fruitfully con-
-ceptualised by merely assuming a positive correlation between the
development of capitalism and bourgeois political democracy. Let
me therefore, in search for other theories, relate the actual traits and
problems of democracy to the general discussion on preconditions
for peoples’ rule under the transition to capitalism in the third world.
I will again discuss arguments which in my view are most
important.” ’

At the conceptual level

What are the problems of democracy we are dealing with? To begin
with let us assume that democracy has to do with equal rule (one
man one vote, for example) of what pegple hold in common. Then,
separate form (procedure) from content. The form of rule—for in-
stance, how decisions are made—should be distinguished from what
is decided. Also, what is formal and what is real should be held
apart. . Rules and policies may or may not be obeyed and
implemented.'”

At this stage, it should be obvious that the problems of
democracy under review have to do with reality and not with for-
malities; with the form of rule rather than with its content. However,
even if I am not focusing on the content in terms of output and out-
come of more or less democratic rule, it is extremely important to

" as real, for democratic rule.
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study its extension which, as far as I can see, is not fruitfully covered
by the concepts of form vs. content, and formality vs. reality. About
what can equal, real decisions be made? To ask whether people with
equal rights are able to rule trade and production that they hold in
common, or if such spheres are "protected” by private ownership, is
not the same as to examine if the policy is to produce and trade
trains instead or cars, and the effects of this. .

Moreover, I emphasise precoaditions for democratic rule. True,
mainstream political scientists also add preconditions, formal as well
1 However, they usually concentrate on
directly related necessary prerequisites such as formal and real
freedom of speech; governance according to democratically decided
rules; or a serious of factors, such as literary, and standard of living.

 These preconditions indicate actual capacity to make use of formal

equal rights. But the more basic causes are neglected; i.e. the sys-
tems and structures of which the immediate preconditions are only
fragments. These causes are emphasised by the Marxist theories and
analyses currently under review. Thus, the frequent mapping of
preconditions, and attempts to correlate indicators of to what extent
the formal prerequisites may be utilised with the presence of more
or less democratic rule'® are rarely fruitful if we want to further
develop theories about why and how they appear in the first place,
and how more basic structure and systems affect, and are affected
by, the form of rule.

Within the framework of political economy in general and mar-

" xism in particular, questions about basic causes of, first, formal pre-

requisites (such as freedom of speech); second, the extent to which
these are real plus various capacities among people to use them;
and, third, the extent of democratic rule, are usually answered
through studies of socio-economic relations of power. The general
thesis is that the more power is equally distributed (people’s power),
the better are the chances for equal rule of what people have in com-
mon (people’s rule).

This is nor disputed; a certain degree of equa! distribution of
power is a necessary prerequisite for equal forms of rule. People
need a certain degree of autonomy. However, not even full people’s
power would be a sufficient condition for people’s rule.

Consider, for example, a case where all citizens control their
means of production. As soon as they have something in common,
that is as soon as they start to dispute, co-operate, and exchange
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what they produce, more or less formalised ways of governing their
collective relations-will develop. The relations ‘of power condition
forms of government; but laws and rules, customs and markets, etc.,
will also affect the structure of power.

For instance even if all people have equal power to decide about
the laws and can afford the best lawyers, and even if the law covers
all essential relations, there is also a need for universally applied
rules, equal treatment, etc.,, so that arbitrariness will not undermine
our ideal people’s power. The historical importance of struggles for
states governed by law is well known.

Or even if all people have equal power and right to influence
common organs and to decide about their field of activities, it is also
necessary that applied rules for government and administration, and

public supervision of representatives and servants, etc., be equally .

conducted so that they do not govern on their own and in favour of

only some of the citizens. Hence, the decisive importance of political

democracy. |
Or even if citizens control their means of production, exchange

and co-ordination, etc., are unavoidable and have to be equally ruled

Aif the structure of power is not to be altered. The historical impor-
tance of demands for economic democracy is self-evident. It should
not be confused with social equity in the sense that everybody should
have the right to a "fair" share of what is produced.'”

Finally, I would also like to mention the problems of people’s
rule which follows from intensive struggles for democracy carried
out in undemocratic forms.

Consequently, not only relations of power but also the forms of
rule and their direct preconditions are decisive. This has often been
neglected by much of the standard marxism that informed com-
munists in India and Indonesia. But having said this, the crucial
question remains: How are relations of power and forms of rule re-
lated?

It is of course important to know if leaders, parties and move-
ments that represent different, more or less powerful groups, declare
themselves to be democratic and appear to be serious about. it."*
However, ideals and political will apart, what people are forced to do
under specific circumstances in order to protect and promote
material interests may be something else.

On the one hand, is the transition from comparatively democratic .

struggles for liberation, in Guinea-Bissau and Mozambique for ex-

e
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ample and the development of less democratic forms of rule after
independence. Generally spcakmg, the liberation movements had to
work quite democratically in order to get broad popular support.
Once in power, however, and facing extreme difficulties of all kinds,
the leaders and parties had the option to draw on their new powers
within the organs of the state, foreign aid, etc. High democratic
ideals and goals are still there, but they are not sufficient.”

On the other hand, the communists in Kerala have recently been
almost forced to give priority to democratising the regional and local
organs of the state. They had to do this to be able to use them to
promote economic and social development and create new jobs.
Thus, they had to abandon old tactical alliances with communal
parties as well as the previous thrust on workers’ and peasants’
struggles for higher wages and land, etc. This strategy was no longer

- fruitful, did not hit at economic recession and speculation, and did

not help the many un-and-underemployed. I will return to take a
closer look at this-later on but it is quite obvious, that in this case
material interests promoted and even enforced ideas about
democratisation.'”® It is interesting to note that in India political
liberties seem to be highly valued even by those who are hardly able
to reproduce a minimum standard of living. Amartya Sen, reflecting
on how Indian voters turned down Mrs Gandhi after the emergency -
in 1977, concludes: "It is indeed remarkable that a community of
voters who are ready to tolerate so much economic inequity and are
so difficult to mobilise against elitist policies could be so quick to
move in its rejection of tyranny".'”’ :

Hence, it should not be impossible. to combine the traditional
Marxist focus on basic structural preconditions for democratic rule
with taking the forms of rule and their immediate preconditions into
account more adequately. Let me proceed in that direction.

Democracy as a product of revolutionary changes

In his pioneering work, Social Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy,'®® Barrington Moore departed from previous
predominant ideas about slow, gradual and peaceful changes as
preconditions for stable democracies'” by showing that the roots of
democracy were ‘to be found in revolutionary "anti-feudal"
processes."° He suggested that the different types of transition from

‘more or less feudal societies conditioned the forms of political rule
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which resulted. Marxist approaches with rather rigid theses about
only one type of capitalist development leading to bourgeois political
democracy can thus be fruitfully developed with the help of Moore’s
results.

However, Moore’s perspective is not of much use in giving more
emphasis to the importance of the forms of rule as such and their
immediate preconditions; nor in relating the forms of rule to such
basic causes as those stressed by Moore himself.

Despite his long historical perspective, and attempts to show that
feudalism was not the same all over the world, Moore discussed the
roots of bourgeois democracy only. One could argue that this is quite
natural since no other type of democracy occurred in the countries
that he examined—and he did make some reservations about India.
Having said this, we should also stress the fact that democracy (in
the sense that people equally rule what they hold in common) cannot
be positively correlated oniy to specific forms of capitalist develop-
ment but must be seen also within the framework of very different
modes of production.”! Thus, it is not fruitful to generalise from
Moore, that democratic rule is most likely to occur under certain
types of transition to capitalism. There are many other possibilities,
including the forms of democracy that emerged during radical
liberation struggles and the present form of rule in India, which can-
not simply be labelled bourgeois. And there is no reason, for ex-
ample, for progressive Indonesians to sit back and wait for "real
bourgeois development" of democracy just because that was the only
positive outcome in Moore’s study. Also, due to the fact that Moore
focuses upon the early transition from more or less feudal societi€s,
he rarely stresses the importance of the labour movement in the fur-
ther development of people’s rule, to which I shall return in a short
while. M2

A democratic "national bourgeoisie"

In his impressive and voluminous study of the state in India and
Pakistan, John Martinussen makes an attempt to further develop the
maraist theses about democratic interest of a so-called national
bourgeoisie, as well as Moore’s positive correlations between. certain
types of revolutionary transition to capitalism and emergence of
democratic rule."®> Martinussen concludes, that the main reason why
India but not Pakistan developed parliamentary democracy is not
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only that a "national bourgeoisie" was and is stronger in India than
in Pakistan, but also that the Indian bourgeoisic was politically
strong enough to influence state policies primarily through the rep-
resentative organs in addition to the executive ones."**

However, as I have stressed elsewhere, the second independent
variable (whether the class promotes its interests through the repre-
sentative or the executive organs of the state) is closely linked with
the dependent variable. "To use a parallel: the correlation between
the fact that one party is better than the others in attracting sym-
pathisers and the fact that this party later on wins the election may
be impressive, but how much do we actually explain?"'*®

Moreover, as I pointed out in the introduction to this chapter, a
weak "national bourgeoisie” in Indonesia promoted its interests par-
ticularly through the representative organs of the state in the early

- 1950s. But when capitalism grew stronger, most of the economically

as well as politically strong capitalists had no interest whatsoever in

~ upholding parliamentary democracy. I would argue that this was be-
~cause they did not constitute a traditional private "national

bourgeoisie”. They were emerging political rent and finance
capitalists (with private capitalists as clients) and based their
strength mainly on the monopolisation of state resources—
monopolies which could be threatened by quite limited forms of
political democracy.

Hence, we cannot generalise and theorise about the relations be-
tween one type of capitalist development only (in this case, accord- |
ing to Martinussen, led by a "national bourgeoisie") and possibilities
for democratic rule. Obviously there are other paths, followed by
other types of capitalists. Moore indicated this in principle but his
stress was on different types of revolutionary transition from more
or less feudal societies, resulting in different forms of rule.

Also, Martinussen’s analysis of the preconditions for limited
forms of democratic rule in India could be disputed. The survival of
parliamentary democracy has not only to do with the partial ability
of the private capitalists to reproduce their position without extra-
economic means but -also with their need to regulate conflicts and
their dependency upon the capacity of political elites to mobilise
votes and acceptance. The political elite have strong interest of their
own in upholding certain forms of democracy. Martinussen is wrong
in characterising and explaining India’s democracy as strictly bour-
geois, as conditioned by the strength of a "national bourgeoisie”.
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Finally, Martinussen’s analysis of to what extent more or less
anti-feudal changes condition the emergénce of democratic rule is
weaker than Moore’s comparative analysis. .Martinussen skilfully
stresses the development of capitalism rather than the intricate tran-
sition of, mainly, agriculture, and how the rural classes and influen-
tial social groups have adapted themselves to new forms of rute.
Again, fruitful comparisons could be made between India and In-
donesia on this point—especially since rural patrons in Indonesia
seem to have been much more dependent upon control over the lo-
cal organs of the state than their Indian counterparts. This suggests
that it could be easier for Indian patrons to adapt themselves to par-
liamentary democracy than for Indonesian patrons: But I will return
to more comprehensive analyses and discussion of this in the next
report on the peasants..

Undemocratic capitalists

Another way of challenging the thesis about the democratic "national
bourgeoisie" is to argue, with Bjorn Beckman, *®
capitalism in many third world countries may give birth to such resis-
tance that democracy will emerge but -that the strengthened
capitalists, domestic as well as foreign, are penetrating the organs of
the state so that the legitimacy of those organs is undermined.
Politicians and civil servants may not be able to mediate between
competing capitalists and others, or to arrange orders.of succession,

- domesticate labour, etc,, through political and ideological means.
Thus the importance of the repressive state apparatuses..

. Beckman’s argument is another example of the need to distin-
-guish between different types of transition to capitalism, led by dis-
tinct capitalists whose ways of reproducing and further. developing
-their positions vary and give rise to separate forms of rule. However,
I would maintain that the path stressed by Beckman, and its devas-
tating effects on possible forms of rule, may have more relevance in
Nigeria than in India and Indonesia where the states are stronger,
more stable,- and more autonomous. Thus, I support the argument
that the transition to capitalism in many third world countries is
likely to produce capitalists with a-strong interest in democratic rule,
but would maintain that in. the case of India and Indonesia this has
less to do with weak states in crisis than with a symbiosis of strong
organs of the state and the rise of new capitalists from within them.

that the growth of |
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Regulative democracy

We still have to explain why limited but quite stable and important
forms of democratic rule have survived in India. If this is not bour-
geois democracy, what is it? i

One of the more exciting arguments put forward in the Indian
framework is that the extremely complex socio-economic structure
does not only encourage a relatively autonomous state but also
produces so many different and contradictory interests that there is
an objective need for institutionalised regulations, forms for media-
tion, compromises, etc."” The caste system in particular tends
to'solve differences by separation rather than by compromise" as is
"reflected in the new social structures brought about with the elec-
toral system—the political parties".""®

However, these theories are, in the first place, valid only in rela-
tion to regulations and parliamentarianism, etc., and do not explain
why there are also forms of equal democratic rule. Regulations,
forms for compromises and so on-survive in Indonesia as well. The
impressive political stability since the mid 1960s is not a product of
pure absolute dictatorship; dictatorial rule is combined with impor-
tant forms—and a supportive ideology—for limited representation,
mediation and compromises. Contemporary attempts to make the
bureaucracy less arbitrary and more efficient, which I have touched
upon earlier, may. also give rise to government according to more
universal rules even if it is only in a technocratic sense and restricted
to a small minority. It is thus essential to ask not only why regula-
tions, etc., are more important but also why they are combined with
a type of equal rule in India. : ”

Inclusive democracy

We need to know what sort of semi-bourgeois democracy survives in
India and why. Nicos Mouzelis," discussing the forms of rule in Ar-
gentina, Chile and Greece, hints at an interesting distinction between
the incorporation and the integration- of people into the political
arena. : : _ ,
- Integration took place, he maintains, through non-personalistic

state bureaucracies, mass parties and unions in Western Europe
whereas in Argentina, China and Greece politics were instead. per-.
sonalistic and particularistic. Thus, he comes quite close to the neo-
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patrimonial approach which I have discussed earlier in relation to
analyses of the state.

However, Mouzelis does not only describe the forms of rule but
also tries to explain them. He maintains that Argentina, Chile and
Greece experienced an early "modernisation" without industrialisa- -

- tion which produced a strong "middle class", transforming old forms
of oligarchic parliamentarianism into populism. This kind of mod-
ernisation also produced large scale centralised clientelism often
within the framework of modern bureaucracies. Next, he stresses
that the late industrialisation had a "restrictive and "uneven
character.”® Thus, wage labour could not form huge, homogeneous,
independent and powerful organisations capable of altering the in-
clusive type of democracy that had developed.

Mouzelis’ line of thought is exciting. He hints at a form of
democracy related to societies where there is an influential political,
administrative, and intellectual elite as well as commercial {(mainly
trading) classes, but where industrialisation, and agrarian capitalism,
have emerged only recently. The problem is that he dwells on nega-
tions. For example: Historical circumstances that (probably) condi-
tioned "integrative democracy" in certain Western European
countries are not present since large scale industrial capitalism did
not take place early enough. Thus, we have a negative distinction and
a description of what happens but not a positive analysis of how and
why.. The question remains: what is the qualitatively. different
material basis of "inclusive” democracy? Why is it that the elites
uphold clientelism—besides the fact that they are not politicians, ad-
‘ministrators, et al,, in an idealised Western European country? And
if wage labourers do not enforce Western European forms -of
democracy, what do, and can, they do? And why?

Enforced democracy

It might be possible to advance into more positive distinctions and
theories by making deeper analyses of the emergence of forms of
equal rule in Western Europe. Goran Therborn belongs to a school
of thought which argues that the decisive importance for democracy
of the bourgeoisie is a myth. It was mainly interested in states
governed by law. Capitalism, however, (and not the capitalists), be-
sides creating a working class that forcefully demanded more equal
rule in order to reproduce itself, also created an institutionalised sys-
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tem wide and flexible enough for popular demands to make them-
selves so strongly felt that democracy emerged.'

We could add to this detailed studies of the dynamics and regula-
tion of mature capitalism, besides the exciting studies of under what
conditions and in what forms labourers demanded more democracy
in order to defend and reproduce themselves. For instance, the
theses of the "regulation-school” and their emphasis on "fordism" as
a condition for modern democracy.'” Arrighi has also suggested that
it is mainly when workers have to unite in order to defend their bar-
gaining power on the labour market that they fight, defensively, for
democracy and not when their more individual powers at the
workplaces increase because only a small number of workers are
enough to stop huge complicated production processes.”

However, even if we added a whole arsenal of similar theses and
if we started extensive comparative projects, I would argue that we
would still not be able to reach a general conclusion. All we could
say is that what happened once in Western Europe, is not being
repeated at present in, for example, India and Indonesia. This is, of
course, due to the fact that the theses we select for comparison are
produced within the framework of theories about the emergence and
development of capitalism in Western Europe. Fruitful non-
enthnocentric comparisons would require that we work out and re-
late our theses to similar theories about the present emergence and
development of capitalism at a different period of time and in a
quite different setting. Unless we do so, we will not be able to learn
from historical experiences elsewhere.

For example, in the observation that neither market bargaining
power nor workplace bargaining power alone can account for how
workers act politically, we need to know more about today’s types of
capitalism to find out what is crucial. If we can identify clientclism as
a main feature within politics and maintain that this is because there
is no full-fledged capitalism, then what is the material basis of clien-
telism under the present type of capitalism? Or, if the working class
is not big and united enough to enforce democracy, because
capitalism is late and "incomplete”, then what contradictions and
classes and groups are crucial to understandmg the nature of power
in contemporary circumstances?

Democracy under rent capitalism?

The evaluation of political marxism in Indonesia and India showed
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that it was difficult to describe and explain the problems of
" democracy with the thesis about a clear cut correlation betwee.n
strong and weak capitalists and more or less equal rule. In Indonesia
strong capitalists emerged by monopolising via the state what the
citizens held in common. Thus the interests of the capitalists in
democracy was minimal. And despite the existence of comparatively
stronger and more independent private capitalists in India, the sur-
vival of political democracy in India had less to do Wit!l the
capitalists’ limited ability to reproduce their positions. w1th01.1t
decisive extra-economic interventions than with their interest in
regulétioﬂ of conflicts and their dependence on the capacity of
others to mobilise acceptance. The possibility thereby arose for
politicians and administrators to reproduce-themselves within the
framework of a form of limited equal rule. :

Hence, in order to find more fruitful analytical tools, it was
argued that we had to look for other approaches. First, approaches
which could take into consideration that other paths of transition to
capitalism (than those traditionally related to the emergence of
bourgeois democracy) could give rise to special problems and forms
“of democracy. Second, the alternative approaches would have to help
us pay much more attention to the importance of the forms of rule
as such, their immediate pre-conditions and their extension since
they had, obviously, “been crucial not only for government but a_lso
for the type of accumulation and exploitation. Third, we had to flI}d
(or develop) approaches giving prime importance to the way in
which socio-economic relations of power were integrated with the

. forms of rule. This in turn would make it necessary to study to what
- extent -people were foreed to. fight for democracy in ordet to
reproduce their positions. '

With Barrington Moore’s approach we could show that different
more or less anti-feudal revolutions produced various forms of rule.
We were able to generalise about preconditions for bourgeois
democracy only and got very little help to develop more comprehen-
sive studies of the political level.

Martinussen paid attention to the ways in which economically
strong classes try to influence the organs of the state. In doing this
he came close to a circular argument. Moreover, we got no help
froq{ Martinussen to analyse what happens when capitalism and
capitalists partly develop from within the state. If we follow him we
are still bound to conceptualise Indian democracy as bourgeois.
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Beckman, on the other hand, fruitfully showed that the growth of
capitalism and capitalists may undermine decisive preconditions for
democracy. However, the problems of democracy in Indonesia and
India had to do with the strength of the state and the development of
new capitalists from within the state, rather than with weak and per-
verted organs in crisis.

Widespread interests in India in regulation, compromises, etc.,
could Lelp us analyse the importance of various forms of limited rep-
resentation, formal and informal rules of the game, and so on. But
this was valid for Indonesia also. Thus, we had to look for other
causes of India’s democracy. ‘ ‘

The discussion about "inclusive democracy” may help us to
describe some features of the particular forms of rule that appear in
peripheral countries with important "middle classes" but with late in-
dustrialisation and, hence, a weak working class. This perspective, as
well as perspectives implying generalisations from more detailed
studies of how mainly workers were able to enforce bourgeois
democracy under the development of Western capitalism, suffered

from conceptual negations. The problems of third world democracy

- are due to the fact that capitalism has not developed there in the

same way as in Western Europe. Thus, we still have to work out and
relate experiences from Western Europe to theories about how
capitalism is emerging and developing under different conditions.

In other words, we are left with the task of elaborating a
framework for analysing preconditions for democracy in countries
such as Indonesia and India under, I maintain, rent capitalism.
Drawing on my previous outline of rent capitalism, I would like to
enllphasise five basic.types of preconditions for more or less equal
rule. :

1. Most private capitalists depend upon extra-economic protection
and support in order to reproduce their positions. Political rent and
finance capitalists base their strength on political monopolies.

Thus, on the one hand, the extent of what people in principle hold

- in common, within the framework of the state, is very large. But, on

the other hand, thf; material basis (among the capitalists) for ex-
tgnded ejqual rule is narrow. There is hardly any powerful basis for
bourgeois democracy to be found in the interests of the economically

~ independent capitalist.

Private capitalists in India are, generally speaking, more
autonomous, and the political rent and finance capitalists less power-
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ful, than in Indonesia. Hence, the scope and necsl for governing ac-
cording to rules of what the capitalists .a'nd their servgnts.élold 11;
common, plus relatively indcpm}dcnt pollt}Fs generally, is wider an
more pronounced in India than in IndO{l?SI&. This has at
2. Exploitation through rents has d.CSZlSIVC 1m1?ortance. is : as1
least two basic effects upon the cond1t10n§ for different types of ru 3.
To begin with there is a material ba§1s for personalised de.ple.l -
ency relations. These encourage clientelism as a mcafls.of mob;hsmg
popular support, etc., among citizens on all levels. _Thls in turn leaves
some room for very limited forms of popular influence and par-1
ticipation as long as the very exploitation through rents, the contro
of common resources, is not threatened and ast.long as the patrons
inue to reproduce their positions as rentiers.
canl\‘iloc?rteover, epr;Oitation through rents is, by definition, based on
centralised relations of power (because of the control of \f/l:nat
people. in principle, hold in common). Thu.s.there are .aISS) decm;e
preconditions for centralised forms of political m_oblhsatlon to be
found. Hence the importance of leaders, paternalism, bapakisi m
i t also populism, etc. .
Indg:\il:"i;'? becauiepthe Indian capitalists are E:omparatlvely more
autonomous than the Indonesian ones, b.ut §t111 depe.ndent upon
other’s capacity to, first govern what capltalls.ts }101d in comm(fm,
and, second, mobilise general acceptance, there is, in India, room for
the co-existence of limited forms of political democracy and clien-
i rnalism, etc.
tchSAn},st)),ateas I h;;ve already hinted, the re_lativ.ely autonomous
politicians and civil servants in India may find it .su{table to develop
forms of rule that include vote catching, mcdl.atl,on, res;_xect for
elitism, etc., not only because their masters need it but also in order
to reproduce their own positions. \«\{e should not forget that mots)t
politicians and administrators in India do not possess the same zi -
solute powers within the organs of the state as many of their In-
donesian colleagues do (among whom ther.c. are more and more
powerful regulative rentiers as well as political rent .and finanece
s). , _
g";‘Plct:?;il:; s)tructure under rent capitalism is complex and fragme.ntfzd._
Social and political organisation is not only affected by appropriation
of surplus within production and trade but also by ‘exp‘loltat}on_
through rents which supports forms of 19yalty ot.her th..an_, class. -
To begin with, this requires complicated régulations and forms

i
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for compromises ard mediation among the dominating classes, fac-

tions and patrons. This in turn may, if necessary for the reproduction
- of the dominating groups, give rise not only to limited forms of equal
rule among the powerful groups but also to demands for more effi-
.cient and universal administration of what they hold in common.

The less absolute power of the dominating groups in India than

in Indonesia seems to give room for limited forms of equal rule of
what the capitalists hold in common. On the other hand, I shall not
be surprised if the more absolute powers of political rent and finance
capitalists in Indonesia will, in the future, give rise to more forceful
demands for a more universal, technocratic and especially more ef-
ficient administration (of their common business) than in India.
4. Complex class structures, and socio-political mobilisation and or-
ganisation along vertical rather thar horizontal lines also condition
the ways in which the rulers are able to domesticate oppressed and
exploited people on various levels. There is a need for other forms of
conflict regulation between rulers and ruled than most of the
methods applied during the development of advanced Western
capitalism. For example, pure economic force on a comparatively
free and open labour market cannot be relied upon to the same ex-
tent. As I have already mentioned, there are, instead, ample oppor-
tunities to subordinate people within the very processes of ap-
propriaticn of rents—through clientelism, etc.

The need to draw on such opportunities seems to be greater in

India than in Indonesia mostly because the Indian rulers on different
levels posses less absolute powers. This, then, is an additional reason
for the survival of contained political democracy in India.
5. This is not the place to elaborate on prerequisites for democracy
due to interests and demands put forward by peasamts, wage
labourers and others. I will be better equipped to do so in the subse-
quent report which will focus upon ideas abeut these classes as driv-
ing social forces. However, since it may be possible to interpret my
conclusions to mean that there are hardly any openings for genuine
democracy under rent capitalism, I would like to make some
remarks.

It is, of course, true, as Mouzelis and others have pointed out,
that late, incomplete, and uneven industrialisation gives rise to wage
labourers who, to borrow Arrighi’s concept, are less likely than their
comrades in Western Europe to be able to defend their market bar-
gaining power by uniting, forming powerful organisations, and en-
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forcing certain democratic concessions from a bourgeoisie within the
framework of a stable and flexible capitalism. However, the
dynamics of rent capitalism also produces other conflicts and pos-
sible options. '

Consider, for example, that the very basis for exploitation
through rents is monopoly of what people, in principle, hold in com-

mon. Thus, even if the actual producers are very fragmented and
have very different immediate .interests as well as survival strategies
for their reproduction within the existing structures and systems,
many of them have to do away with undemocratic forms of rule in
order to radically improve their situations. Moreover, they have this
in common with a majority of the wage labourers and also with most
peasants, petty businessmen and others in subordinated client posi-
tions. '

The crucial problems is, of course, that quite a few of them may
be able to reproduce their positions, and even to some extent their
levels of life, within the framework of the present relations of power
without a struggle for democracy. Their immediate common inter-
ests within the fragmented and different processes of production and
trade may be more decisive for short term action whereas many
wage labourers in Western Europe had to demand democracy in or-
der to defend their very immediate interests of protecting their
market bargaining power. However, as soon as the general exploita-
tion through rent becomes decisive and necessary to fight for the
protection and direct improvement of people’s standard of living—as
recently in Kerala—the interest in promoting democracy becomes
general, dynamic and-may even become revolutionary to an extent
never experienced in Western Europe. The very basis of many
economically as well as politically important rulers is undemocratic
control over what people hold in common and their extensive
powers. Thus, a democratisation of the ways in which common
resources are ruled may empower people to an extent that, relatively
speaking, would perhaps even bring them ahead of the labour move-
ment in Western Europe.

If, as Therborn and others have claimed, capitalism in the West
produced contradictions and opportunities that made it possible for
the labour movement to enforce bourgeois democracy, I would
argue that the dynamics of rent capitalism may give rise to contradic-
tions, movements and demands which may produce, whether in-
tended or not, more extended forms of popular rule.

e i e

.
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This, however, is not to subscribe to the ideas of radical
democracy put forward by Laclau and others in the context of post-
industrial societies. They argue that interests of class are no longer
decisive for democratic demands."” On the contrary, I would main-
tain that general interests of democracy in countries such as In-
donesia and India may be rooted in the very process of exploitation
through rents.
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‘Implications for Political Marxism

Within the school of political Marxist thought discussed in this book,
anti-imperialist and "anti-feudal" capitalists and states were
identified as driving social forces. Actual developments proved that
they were so, especially the state. However, the forces assumed to be
progressive were far from following the revolutionary path to
capitalism theoretically foreseen. The initially quite rewarding
alliances of the communists with those forces led instead into blind
alleys.

This does not make Indian and Indonesian capitalists less
entrepreneurial than others. They merely reproduce their positions
in the most profitable way, that is by use of the state. The state per
se is not "evil" under rent capitalism. It is rather the sccio-economic
and political balance of power which makes it possible for certain
social classes and factious within as well as outside the state, to
monopolise and use resources which are in principle collectively
owned.

There is therefore no main conflict between "state and civil
society'—but between, on the one hand, the social classes and
factions, within as well as outside the state, who have monopolised
public resources, and on the other hand those who have produced
but do not possess these resources. _

There are two main ways out of this: Either power is transferred
to state dependent private capitalists by way of 'liberalisation". Or
the controi over the collectively owned resources is transferred to
the real producers by way of democratisation.

I fail to see any logical reason to consider privatisation; not even
in order to promote growth or to strengthen the "civil socisty".' It is
not the state as such but the way in which it is controlled and used
that is crucial. The easiest way to get rid of tax evasion, for example,
is to liberate people from taxes. However, it is not the common
resources that should be done away with but their monopolisation.
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What are the potentials for democratisation? Many of the
preconditions that were decisive for the emergence of European
bourgeois democracy are lacking. The basis of rent capitalism is
undemocratic control over what people hold in common. On the
other hand, potential interests in. democracy are spread at least as
widely as exploitation through rents on what is collectively owned.
The extensive, monopolised common resources constitute a
considerable potential basis for people’s development under
democratic rule.

An option exists, thus, for broad, social, and political alliances
based on common interests in democratisation by which political
Marxism can regain some of the importance and initiative it had
during the pre-rent capitalist periods of co-operation with
occasionally progressive capitalists and leaders of the state.

The issue of democratisation is latent. Political Marsists may turn
down the explosive potential of demands for democracy, open up for
bourgeois forces to take over instead, and hold on to old theses and
strategies as did most of the Philippine communists recently. Many
South and Southeast Asian communists made a similar mistake
earlier when they occasionally gave up nationalism during the
anti-colonial struggles. '

On the other hand, political marxists may, consciously or not,
shoulder demands for democracy and take the lead as the Kerala
communists did in order to win the 1987 state elections. Promotion
of growth and of pecple’s standard of living required efficient state
organs and co-operatives. From being monopolised and abused they
had to be democratised. Whether they can implement this policy
consistently or not is another question. ' 4

Democratisation may therefore also be considered as the main
goal for progressive aid policies, since democracy is obviously not
only important in itself but, especially under rent capitalism, also a
necessary precondition for growth of development in accordance
with most people’s basic interests.

However, even if all who are significantly exploited through rents
on monopolised common rtesources should be interested in
democracy, we need much more knowledge about when and how
people have the interest and capacity to give priority to the struggle
for democracy. I will explore this in my next work dealing with
peasants and workers. : :
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References

. This European notion—with its basis in anti-feudal and anti-absolutist state

struggles for various liberties—is difficult to apply in an area with a different
history with less feudalism, absolutism, private ownership, free markets etc.
Let us instead talk about the more basic need for some autonomy and the
importance of how the state is controlled and governed.

References

Ahluwalia, Isher, Judge (1985). Industrial growth in India: Stagnation
since the mid sixties. Oxford University Press, Delhi.

Alavi, Hamza (1972). "The state in post-colonial societies—Pakistan
and Bangladesh". New Left Review, No. 74.

Ali, Salamat (1985). "Exit the business raj, enter the competitors".
Far Eastern Economic Review, 17 October.

Anderson, Benedict (1983). "Old State, new society: Indonesia’s new
order in comparative historical perspective." Journal of Asian
Studies, Vol. XIIL; No. 3.

Anderson, Perry (1974). Lineages of the absolutist state. New Left
Books, London.

Anderson, Jan Otto (1981). "Capital and Nation-State: A theoretical
perspective". Development and Peace, Vol. 2.

Arrighi, Giovanni (1983). "The Labour movement in twentieth cen-.
tury Western Europe", in Wallerstein, ed., Labour in the world
social structure. Sage, London.

Arrighi, Giovanni and Drangel, Jessica (1986). "The stratlﬁcatlon of
the world economy: An exploration of the semiperipheral zone".
Review, Vol. X, 1 Summer.

Bagchi, Amiya Kumar (1975). Private investment in India 1900-1939.
Cambridge University Press and Orient Longman. )

Banaji, Jairus (1979). "Intervention at a seminar”, in K.N. Panikkar,
ed., Prospects of left unity. Envee Publishers, New Delhi. ‘

Bandyopadhyaya, Nripen (1981). "Operation Barga’ and land
reform’s perspective in West Bengal. A Discursive Review."
Economic and Political Weekly (EPW), Vol. XVI, Nos 25-26,
June 20-27.

Banerjee, Sumatra (1984). India’s simmering revolution, The naxalite
uprising. Zed Books, London.

Baran, Paul (1957). "The political economy of growth." Monthly
Review.

Bardhan, Pranab (1984). The political economy of development in
India. Basil Blackwell, Oxford and New York.

Beckman, Bjorn (1982a). Capitalist state formation in the third world.
The AKUT Series No. 19, University of Uppsala.



130 . ) What’sWrong with Marxism?

Beckman, Bjorn (1982b). "Whose state: State and capitalist develop-
ment in Nigeria". Review of African Political Economy, No. 23.
Beckman, Bjorn (1987). State, underdevelopment and democracy—
Nigeria 1975-90. A research proposal. AKUT and Department of
Political Science, University of Stockholm.

Berend, I.T. and Ranki, Gy. (1982). The European periphery and in-
dustrialization 1780-1914. Akadémiai Kiad6, Budapest.

Bhagavan, M.R. (1987). "A critique of India’s economic policies and

strategies." Monthly Review, July-August.

Bhagwati, J.N. (1982). "Directly unproductive profit-seeking (DUP)
activities." Journal of Political Economy. Vol. 90, No. 5.

Bhagwati, J.N. and Srinivasan, T.N. (1980). "Revenue seeking: A
generalisation of the theory of tariffs. Joumal of Political
Economy, Vol. 88, No. 6.

Bhagwati, J.N. and Srinivasan (1982). "The welfare consequences of
directly unproductive profit-seeking (DUP) lobbying activities."
Joumnal of International Economics, Vol. 13.

Blomkvist, Hans (1988). The soft state: Housing reform and state
capacity in urban India. Uppsala University.

Bobek, Hans (1962). "The main stages in socio-economic evolution
from a geographical point of view", in Wagner and Mikesell, eds.,
Reading in cultural geography. The Umver51ty of Chicago Press.

Bottomore, Tom et al. (1985) A dictionary of Marxist thought. Basil
Blackwell, Oxford.

Brandell, Inga (1987). From labour aristocracies to democratisation:
Wage labour in a third world perspective. "Paper presented at the
AKUT symposium on workers’ strategies in third world
industrialisation." October 23-24.

Brass, Paul R. (1973). "Political parties of the radical left in South
Asian politics”, in Paul R. Brass and Marcus F. Franda, eds.,
Radical Politics in South Asia. The MIT Press.

Brenner, Robert (1976). "Agrarian class structure and economic
development in preindustrial Europe." Past and Present, February
1976.

Brenner, Robert (1977). "The origins of capitalist development: A
critique of neosmithian marxism." New Left Review, No. 104.

Brenner, Robert (1986). "The social basis of economic
development",” in John Roemer, ed., Analytical Marxism.
Cambridge University Press.

References ' 131

Budiman, Arief (1987). "The state and industrialisation in
Indonesia", in Kim Kyong-Dong, ed., Dependency issues in
Korean development. Seoul National University Press, Seoul.

Chandra, Bipan (1974). "Marxism in India", Journal of Contemporary
Asia, Vol. 4, No. 4.

Chandra, Bipan (1979a). "Indian national movement and the com-
munal problem", in Bipan Chandra, Nationalism and colonialism
in modern Indian. Orient Longman, New Delhi.

* Chandra, Bipan (1979b). "Social origins of dictatorship and

democracy", in Bipan Chandra, Nationalism and colomahsm in
modem India. Orient Longman, New Delhi. :

Chandra, Bipan (1981). "A strategy in crisis—The CPI debate 1955-
1956", Studies in History, Vol. 3, No. 1 and 3.

Chandra, N.K. (1979). "Monopoly capital, private corporate sector
and the Indian economy. A study in relative growth 1931-1976",
EPW, Special number August 1979.

Chattopadhyay, Boudhayan (1969). "Marx and India’s crisis”, in P.C.
Joshi, ed., Homage to Karl Marx—A Symposium. People’s Pub-
lishing House, New Delhi.

Chattopadhyay, Boudhayan (1979). "Seminar introduction", in K.N.
Panikkar, ed., Prospects of Left Umty Envee Publishers, New
Delhi.

Chattopadhyay, S. (1975) "On the class nature of land reforms in
India since independence. A preliminary examination’, in K.
Mathew Kurain, ed., India — Siate and society. A Mamdian ap-
proach. Orient Longman, Madras.

Clapham Christopher (1985). Third world poliiics. An mtroductton
Croom Helm, London.

Crouch, Harold, (1975). "Generals and business in Indonesia",
Pacific Affairs, Vol. 48, No. 4.

Crouch, Harold (1979). "Patrimonialism and military rule in
Indonesia!, World Politics, Vol. 31, No. 4.

. Dale Scott, Peter (1985). "The United States and the overthrow of

Sukarno, 1965-1967", Pacific Affairs, Vol. 48.

4 Desai, A.R. (1984). India’s path of development. A marxist approach.

Popular Prakashan, Bombay.
Desai, A.R. (1986). "CPI CPM, CPI-ML", Frontier, Vol. 18, No. 33,
‘April 5.

* Desai, Ashok V. (1984). "New forms of international investment in

India", Social Scientist, 133, Vol. 2, No. 6.



132 ‘ What's Wrong with Marxism?

Deva, Satya (1986). "Bureaucracy and development" EPW, Vol. 21,
No. 48.
Dimond, L., Limpset, S:M., and Linz, J. (1986). Developing and sus-

taining democratic government in the third world. Paper presented -

at the 1986 annual meeting of the Amerlcan Political Science As-
- sociation.

Djurfeldt, Goran (1976). "Kommentar t111 undantagstxllstandet i
Indian", Zenit, No. 45.

Djurfeldt, Goran (1979). "Efterskrift", in Goran Djurfeldt, ed., In- |

dien: Afhaengighed og underudvikling. Aurora, Kgbenhavn.
Djurfeldt, Goran (1985). "Dags f6r en ny syn pa Indien: Fattlga far
‘ det battre", Sydasien, No. 2.
Djurfeldt, Goran and Lindberg, Staffan (1977). “Indien: Folkets
missndje fillde Indira", Sydasienbulletinen, No. 2. '
Documents of the eleventh congress of the Communist party of India
(1978). Communist Party Publication, New Delhi.
Documents of the history of the Communist party of India, Vol. VII
(1976).- M.B. Rao, ed., People’s Publishing House, New Delhi.
Documents of the history of the Communist party of India, Vol. VIII
(1977 ). Mohit Sen, ed., People’s Publishing House, New Delhi.
E.M.S. Namboodiripad (1984). Kerala: Society and politics. A histori-
cal survey. National Book Centre, New Delhi.

E.M.S. Namboodiripad (1986). Party line on current tactics. -2nd ed
Communist Party of India (Marxist), New Delhi.

EPW (1986). "From our correspondents", Kerala, Vol. XXI, No. 27,
July 5.

EPW ¢1987). "From a correspondent (PKG) Kerala, Vol. XXII,
No. 14, April 4.

Egerd, Bertil (1987). Mocambique: A dream undone. The political
economy of democracy 1975- 84 Scandmavran Institute of African
Studies, Uppsala.

Evans, Peter (1979). Dependent developmem: Prlnceton Umversxty‘ -

Press.
Far Eastern Economic Review (1987). September 10.

Fegan Brian (1981). Rent-capitalism in the® Philippines.- The Philip-

- pines in the third world papers series No. 25. February 1981.
Third world studies, University of the Philippines. )
Franda, Marcus F. (1971). Radical poiltzcs in West Bengal MIT
Press.

References 133

Franda, Marcus F. (1973). "Radical politics in West Bengal’, in Paul
R. Brass and Marcus F. Franda; eds, Radical politics in South
Asia. MIT-Press.

Frankel, Francine R. (1978). India’s political economy 1947-1977.
The gradual revolution. Oxford University Press, New Delhi.

Gamble, Andrew (1987). "Class politics and radical democracy. New
Left Review, No. 164.

Ghosh, Ajoy (1977). "On India’s path of development". Original
1965. Reprinted in Mohit Sen, ed., Documents of the history of the
Communist party of India. Vol. VIII People’s Pubhshlng House,
New Delhi.

Ghosh, Anjali (1981). Peaceful transition to power. A study of manist
political strategies in West Bengal 1967-77. Firma KLM, Calcutta.
Goyal, S.K. (1979). Monopoly capttal and public policy. Allied Pub-

lishers, New Delhi.

Goyal, S.K. (1985). Privatisation of public enterprises: Some issues for
debate. Paper to seminar on economic policy options, March 2,
1985. Indian Institute of Public Administration, New Delhi.

Gunnarsson, Christer (1985). "Development theory and third world
industrialization. A comparison of patterns of industrialization in
19th century Europe and the third world" Journal of Contem-
porary Asia, Vol. 15, No. 2.

Gunnarsson, Christer (1987). "Utvecklmgsstaten i Ost och
Sydostasien. Nagra reflektioner om statens roll i den ekonomiska
utvecklingen", Den ny Verden, No. 2.

Habib, Irfan (1979). "Seminar introduction’, in K.N. Panikkar, ed,
Prospects of left unity. Envee Publishers, New Delhi. )
Habib, Sayera (1975). "The state sector of the Indian economy”, in
K. Mathew Kurian, ed., India—State and society. A Marxian ap-

proach. Orient Longman, Madras.

Hadenius, Axel (1983). Medbestdmmandereformen. Almqvist & Wik-
sell, Stockholm. 7

Harriss, Barbara (1984) "Agrarian change and the merchant state in
Tamil Nadu", in Understanding green revolutions. Agrarian change
and development planning in South Asia. Cambridge Unlversny
Press, Cambridge.

Hazari, R K. (1967). The structure of the corporate pnvafe sector Asia’
Publishing House, Bombay. -

Held, David (1987). M, odels of democracy. Polity Press, Cambrldge



134 What’s Wrong with Marxism?

Hermansson, Jorgen (1985). Demokrati i vdsteridndsk mening.
Department of Political Science, University of Uppsala, Uppsala.

Herring, Ronald J. (1983). Land to the tiller. The political economy of
agrarian reform in Soutli Asia. Oxford University Press, New
Delhi.

Hintze, Otto (1975). The historical essays of Otto Hintze. Ed. Felix
Gilbert. Oxford University Press.

Hydén, Goran (1983). No shortcuts to progress. Hemcmann London.

Indonesian political thinking, eds. H. Feith and Lance Castles. Cor-
nell University Press, Ithaca.

Isaac, Thomas T.M. (1982). "Class structure and structural changes.
Coir mat and matting industry in Kerala 1950-80", EPW, vol.
XVII, No. 31, July 1982.

Jackson, K.D. (1978). "Bureaucratic polity", in Jackson & Pye, eds,
Political power and communications in Indonesia. University of

" Chicago Press.

Jenkins, David (1984). Suharto and his generals. Indonesian mzlztary
politics 1975-1983. Cornell modern Indonesia project.
Monograph Series No. 64. Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.

Jenkins, David (1986). "On the wealth of the Suharto family", in Syd-
ney Moming Herald, 10 April 1986.

Jessop, Bob (1983). "Capitalism and democracy: The best possible
political shell?", in D. Held et al., eds., States and Societies. Mar-
tin Robertson, Oxford.

Jones, Steven and Pura, Raphael (1986). "On business ventures of
the Suharto family", in Asian Wall Street Journal, 24, 25 and 26
November, 1986.

Joshi, P.C. (1975). "Agrarian social structure and social change", in
K. Mathew Kurian, ed., India-State and society. A Marxian ap-
proach. Orient Longman, Madras.

Joshi, V. and Little, M.D. (1987). "Indian macro-economic policies",
EPW, Vol.22, No. 9. '

Kamal, A. Mitra Chenoy (1987). Imperialism, Indian bourgeoisie and
the Indian state. Preliminary notes on the political economy of the
Indian state.. Paper presented at the XII Indian Social Science
Congress, Mysore, July 14-17, 1987.

Kaviraj, Sudipta (1984). "On the crisis of political institutions in
India", in Contributions to Indian Sociology (N.S.) 18, 2.

Kaviraj, Sudipta (1986). "Indira Gandhi and Indian politics", in EPW,
Vol. XXI, Nos 38-39, September 20-27, 1986.

References 135

King, Dwight Y. (1982). "Indonesia’s new order as a bureaucratic
polity, a neo-patrimonial regime or a bureaucratic-authoritarian
regime: What difference does it make?", in Anderson & Kahin,
eds., Interpreting Indonesian Politics: Thirteen contributions to the
dcbate 1964-81. Cornell Modern Indonesia Project Publications
Ithaca, N.Y. ,

Kochanck, Stanley (1974). Business and polzttcs in India. Umversxty
of California Press, Berkeley.

Kolenda, Pauline (1986). "Caste in India since independence”, in
Basu et al, eds., Social and economic development in India. Sage,
New Delhl .

Kunio, Yoshihara, (1988). The rise of Ersatz capitalism in South-East
Asia. Oxford University Press, Singapore.

- Kuricn, C.T. (1986). "Caught in contradictions of mixed economy" in

- EPW, Vol. XXI, No. 15.

Laclau, Ernesto (1971). "Feudalism and capltallsm in Latin
America", New Left Review, No. 67.

Laclau, Ernesto (1987). "Class, war and after", Mardsm Today,
April, 1987.

Laclau, E. and Maulffe, C. (1985). Hegemony and socialist struggle.
Towards a radical democratic politics. Verso, London.

Leiten, Georges, K. (1978). "The scope for people’s democracy in
Indian states—the case of Kerala", Journal of Contemporary Asia,
Vol. 8, No. 4.

Levkovsky, A.L (1972). Capitalism in India. Basic trends in its
development. Second ed. Publishing House, New Delhi.

Lipietz, Alain (1982). "Towards a global fordism?", New Left Review,
No. 133.

Lipietz, Alain (1984). "Imperialism or the beast of the apocalypse”,

. Capital & Class, No. 22.

Lipset, Seymour (1969). Den politiska mdnniskan (Political man).
Aldus, Stockholm.

‘Malyarov, O.V. (1983). The role of the state in the socio-economic

structure of India. Vikas, New Delhi.

Mamdani, Mahmood (1986). "Peasants and democracy in Africa",
New Left Review, No. 156.

Martinussen, John (1980). Staten i perifere og post—kolomale sam-
fund: Indien og Pakistan. Aarhus.



136 What's Wrong with Marxism?

Martinussen, John (1982). Social-classes and forms of state and
regime in peripheral societies. The AKUT-series No. 24, Univer-
sity of Uppsala, Uppsala.

The Marxist Review (1977). Editorial ("Secret of Indira’s temporary
success), Vol. X, No. 10-14, April-May.

Mc Farlane, Bruce (1985). "The continuing importance of Marx’ ap-
proach to economic development from one mode of production
to another", in D. Banerjee, ed., Marxian theory and the third
world. Sage, New Delhi. 7

Mc Vey, Ruth (1982). "The Beamtenstaat in Indonesia", in Anderson
& Kabhin, eds, Interpreting Indonesian Politics: Thirteen contribu-
tions to the debate 1964-81. Cornell Modern Indonesia Project
Publications, Ithaca, N.Y.

Memoir of an Indian Communist (1979), "K. Damodaran’s answers
to questions put to him by the New Left Review," in K.N. Panik-
kar, ed., Prospects of left unity, issue No 93, 1975. Envee Pub-
lishers, New Delhi.

Miliband, Ralph (1983). "State power and class interests", New Left
Review, No. 138.

Mohanty, Manoranjan (1987a). Tlie ploblem of communalism. A

democratic rights perspective. Inaugural address at the seminar on
" communalism, Institute for Jammu and Kashmir Affairs, Jammu.
February 9, 1987.

Mohanty, Manoranjan (1987b). Duality of the state process in India:
A hypothesis. Paper presented at the XII Indian Social Science
Congress, Mysore July 14-17, 1987.

Mouzelis, Nicos (1986). "On the rise of postwar military dictator-
ships: Argentina, Chile, Greece", Comparative Studies in Society
and History, Vol. 28, No. 1.

Myrdal, Gunnar (1968). Asian drama. An inquiry into the poverty of
nations. Pantheon, New York.

National emergency and our tasks. Resolution adopted by the central
executive committee, Communist party of India (1975). New
Delhi, 30 June to 2 July, 1975. Communist Party Publicans, No.
22, Second ed. July 1975.

North, Douglas (1986). "A neo-classical theory of the state," in J.
Elster, ed., Rational Choice. Basil Blackwell.

Nossiter, TJ. (1982). Communism in Kerala. A study in political
adaptation. Oxford University Press, Delhi.

References 137

O’Donell, Guillermo A. (1978). "Reflection on the pattern of change
in the bureaucratic-authoritarian state”, Latin American Research
Review, Winter 1978. :

Offe, Claus and Rounge, V. (1975). "Theses on the theory of the
state", New German Critique, No. 6.

Ominami, Carlos (1986). Le tiers monde dans la crise. La
Découverte, Paris. V

Orwell, George (1983). Burmese days. Penguin.

Overstreet, Gene D. and Windmiller, Marshall (1960). Communism
in India. University of California Press, Berkeley.

Oza, A.N. (1971). "Putting teeth onto the monopolies act", in EPW,
Special Number, July 1971.

Panchayati raj in India. Democracy at grassroots (1984). R.S. Rajput
& D.R. Meghe; eds. Deep & Deep Publications, New Delhi.

Paranjape, HK. (1985). "New lamps for old. A critique of the ‘new
economic policy”, in EPW, Vol. XX, No. 36, September 7, 1985.

Patel, Surendra J. (1985) "India’s regression in the world economy®”,
in EPW, Vol. XX, No. 39, September 28, 1985.

Patnaik, Prabhat (1975). "Imperialism and the growth of Indian
capitalism, in K. Mathew Kurian, ed., India-state and soczety A
Marxian approach. Orient Longman, Madras :

Patnaik, Prabhat (1985) "On the political economy of economic
‘liberalisation™, in Social Scientist, Vol. 13, No. 7-8, pp-146-147.

Patnaik, Utsa (1986). "The agrarian question and development of
capitalism in India", EPI¥, No. 18, May 3, 1986.

Pedersen, Jorgen Dlge (1982). Industriudvikling i Vestbengalen. In-
stitut for statskundskab, Arhus University.

Political organisational report of the West Bengal State Commlttee
(1985), Communist party of India (Marxist), in West Bengal:
Reports of CPI-M and its various frontal activities (1982- ]985 ).
West Bengal State Committee CPI-M, Calcutta.

Political resolution adopted by the tenth congress of the Communist
Party of India (1975), Vijayawada, 27 January to 2 February 1975.
Communist Party Publication No. 5, February 1975.

Poulantzas, Nicos (1970). Politisk makt och sociala klasser (Pouvoir
politique et classes sociales). Coeckelbergs.

Raj, K.N. (1984). "Some observations on economic growth in India

over the period 1952-53 to 1982-83", in EPW, Vol. XIX, No. 41,
October 13, 1984.




138 _ What's Wrong with Marxism?

Ram, Mohan (1969). Indian communism. Split within a split. Vikas,
Delhi.

Ram, Mohan (1971). Maoism in India, Vikas, Delhi.

Ram, Mohan (1973). "The communist movement in Andhra
Pradesh”, in Paul R. Brass & Marcus F. Franda, eds., Radical

politics in South Asia. MIT-Press. .

Ranadive, B.T. (1985). Selected writings Vol. II: On right-revisionism.
National Book Centre, New Delhi.

Reddy, Nagi T. (1978)..India morigaged. A marxist-leninist appraisal.
Tarimela Nagi Reddy memorial trust, New Town, Anatapuram.

Reddy, Rajsekhar N. (1977). What is the CPI’s programme? Com-
‘munist Party Publication, Reprint No. 5. :

Resnick, Stephen A. (1973). "The second.path to capitalism: A
model of international development", Joumnal of. Contemporary
Asia, Vol. 3, No. 2. _ '

Resolutions of the national council of the Communist party of India
(1970), New Delhi, 1 to 5 October,1970. Communist Party Publi-
catior No. 11. '

Resolutions of the national council of the Communist party of India
(1977), New Delhi, 3-6 April, 1977. Communist Party Publication
No. 8.

Resolution on organisation and other resolutions of the plenum of the
central committee (1979), Salkiya, Howrah, West Bengal, Decem-
ber 27-31, 1978. CPI-M Publication. '

Review report adopted by the tenth congress (1978), Jullandur, April
2-8, 1978. CPI-M Publication.

Robison, Richard (1978). "Toward a class analysis of the Indonesian
military bureaucratic state", Indonesia, No. 25.

Robison, Richard {1981). "Culture, politics and economy in the
political history of the new order", Indonesia, No. 31.

Robison, Richard (1986). Indonesia. The rise of capital. Allen &
Unwin, Sydney.

Rocmer, John (1986). "New directions in the marxian theory of ex-
ploitation and class", in J. Roemer, ed. Analytical marxism.
Cambridge University Press.

Roy, Ajit (1965). Planning in India~achievements and problems. Na-
tional Publishers, Calcutta.

Roy Ajit (1975). Political power in India—nature and trends. Naya
Prakash, Calcutta.

References 139

Roy, Ajit (1976). Monopoly capitalism in India. Naya Prakash, Cal-
cutta.

Roy, Asish Kumar (1975). The spring thunder and after. A survey of
the maoist and ultra-leftist movements in India 1962-75. T.K.
Mukherjee, Calcutta.

Rubenstein, Modeste A. (1977). "A noncapitalist path for under-
developed countries.” Original 1956. Reprinted in Mohit Sen, ed.,
Documents of the history of the Communist party of India, Vol.
VIIL, People’s Publishing House, New Delhi, 1977.

Rudebeck, Lars (1985). Development and democracy. On political

. Systems and their preconditions in different types of societies.
AKUT and Department of Political Science, Uppsala University,
Uppsala.

Rudebeck, Lars (1985a). "Uber die Klassenbasis der nationale.
Befreiungsbewegung von Guinea-Bissau.", Leipziger Beitrige zur
Revolutionsforschung, 11. (In English, University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, 1983.) '

Rudra, Ashok (1985). "Jyoti Basu and multinationals", EPW, Vol.
XX, No. 30, July 27.

Rudra, Ashok (1985). "Political economy of Indian non-
development". Review article of Pranab Bardhan’s. The political
economy of development in India. EPW, Vol. XX, No. 21, May
25.

Sau, Ranjit (1981). India’s economic development. Aspects of class
relations. Sangam Books and Orient Longman, Hyderabad.

Sau, Ranjit (1986). "Economic consequences of a dominant
coalition", EPW, Vol. 21, No. 24.

Saul, John S. (1979). The state and revolution in Eastern Africa.
Heinemann and Monthly Review.

Scharma, T.R. (1984). Communism in India. The politics of fragmen-

‘tation. Sterling Publishers, New Delhi.

Sen Gupta, Bhabani (1972). Communism in Indian politics. Colum-
bia University Press, New Delhi.

Sen Gupta, Bhabani (1979). CPI-M: promises, prospects, problems.
Young Asia Publications, New Delhi.

Sen, Amarataya (1986). "How is India doing?", in D.K. Basu et al,
eds., Social and economic development in India. Sage, New Delhi.

Sen, Anupam (1982). The state, industrialization and class formations
in India. A neo-manxist perspective on colonialism, underdevelop-
ment and development. Routledge & Kegan Paul, London.




140 What’s Wrong with Marxism?

Sen, Ashok (1984). "The transition from feudalism to capitalism",
EPW, Vol. XIX, review of political economy, July 1984.

Sen, Sunil (1982). Peasant movements in India. Mid-nineteenth and
twentieth century. K.P. Bagchi, Calcutta.

Shah, Ghansham (1977). "Revolution, reform or protest? A study of
the Bihar movement", EPW, Vol. XII, April 9, 16 and 23, 1977..
Shivji, Issa G. (1970). "The silent class struggle’, Checke, October

1970.

Simoniya, N.A. (1985). Destiny of capitalism in the Orient. Progress
Publishers, Moscow.

Skocpol, Theda (1979). States and social revolutions: A comparative
analysis of France, Russia and China. Cambridge University
Press. : S

Skocpol, Theda (1985). "Bringing the state back in: strategies of
analysis in-current research”, in P. Evans et al,, eds., Bringing the
state back in. Canibridge University Press. '

Stand on ideological issues (1969). A CPI-M Publication, Calcutta.

Sundarayya, P. (1972). Telangana people’s struggle and its lessons.

Desraj Chadha, Calcutta, for the CPI-M.

Sundarayya, P. (1985). "Why I resigned from GS and PB." Original
1975.10.12. Reprinted in Marism Today, Vol. I, No. 2, November
1985. '

Tanter, Richard (1988), The Rentier-Militarist state in Indonesia:

Global Pre-conditions, Paper to the conference on State and Civil
Society in Indonesia, Centre of Southeast Asian Studies, Monash
University 25-27 November.

Therborn, Goran (1977). "The rule of capital and the rise -of
democracy", New Left Review, No. 103. _

Thorner, Daniel (1980). The shaping of modem India. Allied Pub-
lisher, New Delhi.

Tornquist, Olle (1984a). Dilemmas of third world communism. The
destruction of the PKI in Indonesia. Zed Books, London.

Tornquist, Olle (1984b). Struggle for democracy—a new option in In-
donesia? Provisional project report. The AKUT—series No. 33,
University of Uppsala, Uppsala.

Tornquist, Olle (1985). "Class and democracy ia South and
Southeast Asia: Some critical notes", Cooperation and Conflict,
Vol. XX, pp. 113-125.

Tornquist, Olle (1987). "Krav pa fordjupad demokrati i Kerala ledde”

till valseger", Socialistisk Debatt, No. S.

Reférences _ 141

Vanaik, Achin (1985). "The Rajiv Congress in search of stability".
New Left Review, 154, November/December 1985.

Vanaik, Achin (1986). "The Indian left’, New Left Review, 159,
September/October 1986.

Warren, Bill (1980). Imperialism. Poineer of capitalism. Verso.

Weiner, Myron (1986). "The political economy of industrial growth
in India", World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 4. '

Werker, Scott (1985). "Beyond the dependency paradigm", Jownal of

~ Contemporary Asia, Vol. 15, No. 1.

Wertheim, W.F. (1987). "Book review of Tornquist: Dilemmas of

third world communism", Development and Change, Vol. 18,
pp. 147-150.

INTERVIEWS

Interviews referred to in chapter two in relation to the casc of India.
For interviews on the case of Indonesia, see the list of refcrences in
Tornquist (1984a and 1984b). o

Anonymous; then CPI-M minister and scholar, Calcutta, 1983.03.05.

Balaram, N.E;; State secretary CPI, Trivandrum, 1985.02.03.

Banerjee, Sumantra; Author, journalist and lcading left wing intel-
lectual, New Delhi, 1985.03.03. ' -

Basavapunnaiah, M;; Member of the Polit Bureau Communist Party
of India (Marxist) New Delhi, 1985.03.12, 1985.03.16. 1985.03.18.

Bose, Souren; Previously leading naxalite, at the time of the inter-
view associated with "The Marxist Review", Calcutta, 1985.03.03.

Chakravartty, Nikhil; Editor "Mainstream", New Delhi 1985.03.20.

Chandra, Bipan; Professor, historian, JNU, and ieading radical intcl-
lectual, New Delhi, 1985.03.15 and 1985.03.19.

Chattopadhyay, Boudhayan; Director of the CRESSIDA rescsrch
centre and former leading intellectual within the CPI, Calcutta,

- 1985.02.26.

Dange, S.A.; Ex general secretary CPI and trade union lcader, Bom-
bay, 1985.01.27.

Das Gupta, Sailen; Principal CPI-M leader in financial matiers in
West Bengal, Calcutta, 1985.02.21

Desai, A.R.; Professor, sociologist and leading left wing intcllectual,
Bombay, 1935.01.27. ' ’



142 . ‘What'’s Wrong with Marxism?

E.M.S. Namboodiripad; General Secretary Communist Party of In-
dia (Marxist), New Delhi, 1985.03.14.

Goyal, SK; Then professor LLP.A., New Delhi. 1985.03.14.

Gupta, Indrajit; Leading member of the central secretariat and
central executive committee of the CPI, New Delhi, 1985.03.21.
Habib, Irfan; Professor, historian, Aligarh Muslim University, and

leading intellectual within the CPI-M, Aligarh 1985.03.10.

Kumar Bose, Deb; Professor, political economist, Calcutta
1985.03.04.

Menon, Achutha; Ex. -chief minister Kerala (CPI), Calicut,
1985.02.10.

Mishra, R.K; Editor "Patriot", New Delhi 1985.03.21.

Mukherjee, Saroj; Principal state secretary CPI-M and co-ordinator
of the Left Front, Calcutta, 1985.02.20. :

Patnaik, Prabhat; Professor, political economist, JNU, and leading
intellectual within the CPI-M, New Delhi, 1985.03.21.

Rana, Santosh; General Secretary Communist Party of India
(Marxist-Leninist)—Provisional Central Committee, Calcutta
1985.03.03.

Reddy, Rajasekhara; Leading member of the central secretariat and
central executive committee of the CPI, New Delhi, 1985.03.14.

Roy, Ajit; then editor "The Marxist Review", scholar and leading lcft
wing intellectual, Calcutta, 1985.01.15 and 1985.02.23.

Roy, Monoranjan; General secretary CITU, West Bengal, Calcutta,
1985.02.24.

Sen, Satyabrata; Member of CPI-M state committee West Bengal
and ex leading member of the state planning board, Calcutta,
"1985.02.20.,

Sengupta, Sunil; Acting director, Agro-Economic Rescarch Centre,
Visva-Bharati University, and ex leading CPI official, San-
tiniketan, 1985.02.25.

Surjeet, Harkishan Singh; Member of the Polit Bureau Communist
Party of India (Marxist), New Delhi, 1985.03.14.

Index

143

INDEX

Absolutism, 84-85
Agrarian reforms, 22-28
Agricultural policy, 43-44
Aidit faction, 14-15
Alavi, Hamza, 85-86
Anderscn, Jan Otto, 87
Anderson, Perry, 84
Andhra Pradesh, 53
Anti-feudal struggles, 22-28
Authoritarianism, 52-54, 67
Autonomy, 83-88

relative, 95 V

Bandung Conference, 1955, 18
Bank nationalisation, 45
Baran, Paul, 74

Bardhan, Pranab, 92-93

-Beckman, Bjorn, 116, 121

Bipan Chandra, 24

Bombay Plan of 1940, 18

Bonapartism, 84-86

Bourgeois democracy, 108-09
roots of, 113-14

Bourgeois national revolution, 4

Brenner, Robert, 1, 76-77, 102

Eudiman, Arief, 90

Bureaucratic authoritarian state, 90

Bureaucratic capitalists, 50-51
struggle against, 53-67

Capitalism
colonised societies and, 3-4
Paths to develop, 79-80
pre-requisites for, 75-76
transition to, 72-78
states’ role and base of, 79-105
Capitalist states
types of, 81-82
Capitalists
domestic, 20-22
Caste loyalties, 89

Caste system, 117
CIA, 30, 38, 58-59
Chattopadhyay, Boudhayan, 74
China, 18-19, 22, 50
national bourgeoisie and, 4-S
Chinese trade, 42
Chou En-laj, 18
(ivil servants, 93
Class stratification
basis of, 93-94
Clientelism, 89, 101
Cold war, 13
Communist Party of India, 11, 16-17,
37-40, 44-45, 47, 51-52, 61, 108, 121
Communist Party of India (N), 11, 14,
37-38, 44-45, 47, 52-55, 60, 63-64,
108
Commuinists
freedom struggles and, 13-14
Corruption, 89-90

Democracy
enforced, 118-19
inclusive, 117-18, 121
national bourgeois, 29-32
pre-conditions for, 111-25, 127
under capitalism, 108-25
problems of, 110-11
regulative, 117
revolutionary changes and, 113-14
under rent capitalism, 119-20
Desai, AR, 24
Developments strategy
Indian, 39-41
Indonesian, 38-39
Dualism, 95-96
Dutch companies
nationalisation of, 38

Economic development
national bourgeois and, 17-20



144

Emergency
declaration of
CPI’s support to, 40-41, 4445
Europe
capitalism in, 76-78

Feudalism, 72, 84
abolition of, 22-28
Foreign capital, 81
Frank, A.G., 76
Freedom movements
national bourgeois and, 13-14

Ganchi, Indira, Mrs, 31, 37, 39-40,
43-45, 52-55, 60-64, 113 .

Gandhi, MK, i3, 18

Gandhi, Rajiv, S5, 66, 103

Germany, 85

Green revolution, 44

Guided democracy, 42-43

Guinea-Bissau, 112

Hatta,Mchammed, 13
Hintge, Otto, 87

Imperialism, 3-4, 50, 72, 74-75
India
agrarian policy of, 43-44
anti-feudal struggle in, 23-26, 28
authoritarianism in, 54, 62-64, 67
bureaucrat-capitalist in
struggle against, 53-55, 60,
63-64
capitalism in
growth of, 83-105
communists in
" progressive leadership and,
36-38
developments in, 39-41
unfavourable outcomes, 43-46
domestic capitalists and, 21-22,
72-73
foreign policy of, 40
freedom movement in
national bourgeois and, 13-14
liberalisations in, 75
national bourgeoisie in
conditional cooperation with,
15-17

What is wrong with Marxism?

democracy, 29-32
economic development, 18-20
non-capital development
struggles for, 55, 60-67
parliameatary democracy in
capitalists and, 109-10
reasons for development of,
114-15
private capitalists in, 121-22
progressive bourgeoisie and, 10
Indian Nationai Congress, 13, 16-17, 29
land reform measures and, 23-26
Indonesia .
anti-feudal struggle in, 22-25, 27-28
bureaucrats and, 45-51
capitalism in
growth of, 83-105
communists in
frustration of, 35-36
developments in
unfayourable outcomes, #1-42
domestic capitalists and, 20-21
Dutch companies in ’
nationalisation of, 38
economic crisis in, 56
freedom movement in
national bourgeois and, 13
guided democracy in 42-43
national bourgeoisie in
conditional cooperation with,
14-15
democracy, 29-32
economic development, 17-18
nationalisation of comipanies in,
38-39
parliamentary democracy in
capitalists and, 108-10
progressive bourgeoisie and, 10
US policy of, 54
Indian Communist Party (PKI), 10-12,
14-1S, 20, 23, 25, 27, 31, 35-36, 39,
41-43, 46, 49-51, 53, 56-59, 66
Indonesia Nationalist Party (PNI), 15,
17, 23, 35, 42

Jackson, Karl D.,, 90
Janaia goverament, 63
Junkers, 85

Index

Kerala, 17, 29, 25, 31, 40, 46, 52, 63-64,
108, 113 -

Kulaks, 62,85

Kvomintang, 4-5

Land reform measures, 22-26

Latin American state,"90-91

Leninism, 3-4, 75

Liberal Democracy, 54-55

Liberalisation, 3

Liberation movements
democracy and, 112-13

Madiun revolt, 14
Malaysia, 54, 56
Mamdani, Malimood, 91
Maoism, 5-6
Marhaenism, 18
Markets -

capitalism and, 76-77
Marttnussen, John, 114-16, 120
McVey, Ruth, 90
Menon, Achutha, 40
Mohanty, Mancranjan, 96
Monopolisation, 83
Moore, Barrington, 113-14, 120
Mouselis, Nicos, 117-18, 123
Mozambique, 112
Musso, 14
Myrdal, Gunnar, 76, 89

Nasution, General, 57-58
National bourgeoisie, 4-5, 20-21, 81
anti-fcudal struggles of, 22-28
conditional cooperation of, 14-17
evaluation, 17-32
democratic interest of, 114-16
~ democracy, 29-32
economic development and, 17-20
Nehru, Jawahar!al, 13, 16, 18, 21
Neo-patrimonial states, 88-90
Non-alignment, 13

Offe, Claus, 87
Oligarchal Corporatism, 90

Parasitism, 74
Peasants struggles, 14, 16

145

Political rents, 102-03
Progressive Bourgeoisie
nation state and, 10-12

Railwaystrike, 44

Ranadive, 14-15

Regulative rentiers, 98

Rent capitalism, 94-105, 121-23
democracy under, 119-20

Reproduction, 76-78

Robison, Dick, 91-92

Roy, Ajit, 24

Rupee devaluation, 37

Russian revolution, 3

Sau, Ranjit, 93-94, 97-98
Saul, John, 93
Sen, Amartya, 113
Sen, Anupam, 73-74
Sino-Soviet Conflict, 49
Skocpol, Theda, 86-87
Socialism, 75
South Korea, 105
Soviet Union, 50
Stalinism, 4-5
State power
basis of, 86-88
types of, 83-90
States’ role
capitalist develocpment and, 80-105
Suharto, General, 58, 60
Sukarno, President, 13, 15, 17-18, 21, 23,
' 25,27, 30-31, 35-36, 38-39, 50, 53-54,
56, 58

Tata family empire, 21
Telangana uprising, 14, 16
Therborn, Goran, 118, 124
Thorner, Daniel, 23
Ticihelman, Fritjob, 74

Uganda, 91
United States of America, 54

Warren, Bill, 74
West Bengal, 20, 52-53, 63-64

Yani, General, 58




